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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to utilize the organizational perspective of coupling
to extend our understanding of effective schools as complex social systems. Part One of
die study focused on the continued development and refinement of the Organizational
Coupling Structure Inventorv-Teacher Form (OCSI-T) to measure coupling structure in
schools (Logan & Ellett, 1989). Part Two of the study focused on the examination of key
research questions that bear on understanding the coupling construct and school
effectiveness.
The findings from Part One of the study support the OCSI-T as a reasonably valid
and reliable inventory for measuring five dimensions of organizational coupling structure in
schools from the teacher perspective:

1) Goal C onsensus/V isio n; 2) Work Scrutiny; 3)

Manipulative Control; 4) Autonomy; and 5) Centralization. Tliese findings replicate for the
most part the prior structure of the OCSI-T identified in previous research (Logan and
Ellett, 1989). The analyses indicated that the criterion-related validity of the OCSI-T varies
depending upon which criterion of effectiveness is under study.
The findings from Part Two of the study indicated that, when competed against
school size and SES, none of the coupling dimensions explained significant amounts of
variation in student achievement or attendance.

The coupling dimension of Goal

Consensus/Vision was the most important variable in explaining teachers’ perceptions of the
overall effectiveness of the school and this relationship was independent of school size and
SES.
The findings highlight several important issues in understanding schools as complex
organizations from die coupling perspective. First, the notion of the coupling "paradox"
(Orton and Weick, 1988) and coupling as a multi-dimensional construct need to be
considered in any discussion of effective and ineffective schools. Second, discussions of
coupling and school effectiveness will need to specify which effectiveness indices (student

xii
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achievement, student attendance or perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school)
are being considered. Third, school size and SES are important variables to be considered
in discussions of school coupling and school effectiveness.

Fourth,

organizational

effectiveness may be an important mediating link between coupling structure and school
achievement.

xm
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Chapter 1
Introduction
During die past 20 years, school systems have commonly been depicted as "loosely
structured" and weakly controlled organizations (Bidwell, 1965; Weick, 1976; Meyer and
Rowan, 1978) and die theory or metaphor of loose coupling has gained considerable
attention within the study of formal organizations. The idea that educational organizations
are loosely coupled systems, with uncertain technologies, unclear goals and formal
structures which tend toward anarchy, now holds a prominent place in educational and
organizational dunking (Tyler, 1985).
The notion of 'loose coupling" gained much of its impetus from research evidence
that organizations frequently do not conform to the rational model of organization
(Sturman, 1986). This alternative view of educational organizations assumes distortion or
neglect of official goals, decisions resulting from bargaining and compromise, low levels of
coordination among die components of the organization, and placement of unit interests
above interests of others in the organization.

Weick (1976), March and Olsen (1976),

Ouchi (1979), and Meyer and Rowan (1978) all use the loose coupling metaphor to
describe die typical organization of schools.
One of the earliest descriptions of "loose coupling" is provided by Glassman (1973)
in which be addresses loose coupling in living systems. The coupling metaphor has been
extended to understanding schools as organizations from a variety of perspectives.
Definitions of coupling (Weick, 1976; Miskel and McDonald, 1982; Firestone and Wilson,
1985) also vary considerably.

However, the coupling construct as it applies to schools

typically refers to a pattern of organizational and interpersonal mechanisms that serve to
link together management characteristics and selected elements of the school social
environment
The literature on organizations in general and educational organizations in
particular, identifies several attempts to measure aspects of structural coupling. However,

1
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2
existing instrumentation to measure organizational coupling is rather limited in its ability to
capture the wide range of coupling mechanisms identified in the literature.

Orton and

Weick (1988) emphasize that coupling is not a single variable; and that existing instruments
measure couplings between specified dimensions in narrow subsets of the overall coupling
perspective. Similarly, Clark, Astuto and Kuh (1986) note the "paucity” of instrumentation
available to study organizational coupling and the need for improvement in definitional,
classificatory and instrument development capacities. Thus, there is an apparent need to
develop more psychometrically sound and comprehensive measures of the school coupling
construct
While one point of view about linkages has been enunciated most clearly by Weick
(1976) and has come to be associated with the term "loose coupling", another popular point
of view about linkages has emerged from the literature on "effective schools" (Abbott and
Caracheo, 1987).

Hie effective-schools literature directs attention to the organizational

attributes of schools that have been characterized as demonstrable effective considering
school social class characteristics and student learning and achievement In this literature,
an "effective school" is one that typically exceeds levels of academic performance beyond
those levels that might be expected given the school’s social class characteristics.

The

renaissance in recent years of the school effectiveness debate, has directed attention to
certain aspects of internal organization and their influence on a school’s behavioral and
academic performance.

Tyler (1985, p. 52) emphasizes that the aim of the school

effectiveness research is "to identify the processes and structures that reduce the
unexplained variations in outcomes, to construct much tighter models of the school as a
social system than those of contemporary sociological theories of school organization." The
search for the effective school appears to reinforce the unidimensionality of such
constructions, emphasizing a "tight ship" approach to school management
The effective-schools literature directs attention to the organizational attributes of
schools that have been characterized as effective. Effective schools are typically those in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

which a great deal of emphasis is placed on shared understandings of purpose, role
expectations, attitudes toward pupils and conceptions of effective instruction (Joyce, Hersh,
and McKibbin, 1983). This sharing or adherence to common sets of values, norms and
beliefs purportedly creates bonds among occupants of different roles, establishing tight
linkages or tight coupling (Abbot and Caracheo, 1987).
Recent research and commentary on the instructionally effective school (Edmonds,
1979) indicate that tight linkages enhance effectiveness (Astuto and Clark, 198S).

For

example, variables characteristic of successful urban schools (ie., strong administrative
leadership, an expectation of minimum levels of achievement, an orderly climate, a
commitment to basic skills, emphasis on achievement of objectives and monitoring of pupil
progress) accentuate the underlying assumptions about the existence of tight linkages.
However, this tightly coupled image of instructionally effective schools conflicts with the
variable mixture of organizational coupling often found in business organizations (Astuto
and Clark, 1985); such that, some patterns of coupling may enhance organizational
effectiveness, whereas, other patterns of coupling diminish the capacity of organizations to
be effective.

Considering the complexity of this relationship, Astuto and Clark (1985)

argue that the key to organizational effectiveness is not the arbitrary tightening or loosening
of coupling, but the sensitivity to coupling as an organizational variable and the
identification of patterns of coupling that enhance or impede organizational effectiveness.
Statement of the Problem
The major problem addressed by this study is two-fold. The first dimension of the
problem is concerned with the need to develop and refine better instruments to measure the
construct of coupling in schools.

Existing instruments are not comprehensive enough to

assess multiple dimensions of the coupling construct as reflected in the literature on
coupling and many have not been developed with psychometrically sound procedures. The
line of inquiries on school coupling can not adequately move forward to test hypotheses

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

about relationships among various aspects of the coupling construct and other organizational
variables until better measurement of the coupling construct is established.
The second dimension of the problem addressed by this study seeks to merge two
areas of inquiry in an effort to increase our understanding of schools as organizations.
These lines of inquiry are organizational coupling and school effectiveness. There has been
limited exploration of the relationship between school coupling structures and school
effectiveness within the context of schools as complex social systems. Thus, there is a
need to address relationships between coupling structure and school effectiveness.
Additionally, educational studies of effective schools have been criticized for the absence of
a sound theoretical framework (e.g., Hoy and Fetguson, 1985). This study addresses this
problem and provides a framework for examining school effectiveness in terms of
theoretical conceptions of organizational structure and effectiveness. School effectiveness in
this study includes both perceived overall organizational effectiveness of the school and
school productivity indices of school achievement and student attendance.
Theoretical Frameworks
Coupling Perspective

Drawing on existing literature, Orton and Weick (1988) identify three general uses
of the coupling metaphor. One approach emphasizes "coupling" and deemphasizes "loose."
For example, Lutz (1982) argues that educational administrators should "tighten up loose
coupling" between administrators and teachers because instances of loose coupling could
lead to a justification for the abdication of responsibility by administrators.

In this

instance, loose coupling is treated as "weak" coupling, "poor" coupling or "inadequate"
coupling and is viewed as a deviation from the norm of coupling.
The second approach emphasizes "loose" and deemphasizes "coupling." Meyer and
Rowan’s work on decoupling is representative of views that treat loose coupling as
decoupling, non-coupling or uncoupling.

These views of coupling typically portray

decoupled organizations as politically beneficial, since the decoupling of the internal
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structure of education is a successful strategy for maintaining support in a pluralistic
environment (Meyer and Rowan, 1978).

Attention is directed toward the ritual

classification of curriculum, teachers and students, and away from the instructional activities
and outcomes of the educational organization.
More recently, Orton and Weick (1988) argue for a third approach, the paradoxical
balancing of coupled and uncoupled, as most useful for understanding the
perspective.1
balance.

Neither the "weak" coupling or the "decoupling" notions capture

this

Thus, P coupling emphasizes the significant, simultaneous coupling and

uncoupling of elements.

In fact, the distinguishing characteristic of P coupling is the

assumption that coupling is accompanied by uncoupling.
construct

coupling

This perspective of the coupling

allows for a multi-dimensional approach, such that, coupling would imply

"connectedness" between elements on any of a wide array of coupling mechanisms
(authority, communication, similarity and

resource flows).

Uncoupling would imply

disconnectedness between elements on any of a wide array of decoupling mechanisms (e.g.
autonomy, geographic separation, different backgrounds).
Orton and Weick (1988) state that it is clear from their review of articles related to
coupling that some couplings are more coupled or uncoupled than others. Thus, coupling
is not a dichotomy, but rather involves degrees of coupling along a continuum.
P coupling suggests that it may not be the existence or nonexistence of loose
coupling that is a crucial determinant of organizational functioning over time. What may
be of importance instead is the patterning of loose and tight couplings that includes both
multiple dimensions and varying degrees/strengths of coupling.
P coupling asserts that organizations/schools

may be coupled on a variety of

dimensions/mechanisms (e.g., goal consensus/vision, manipulative control, work scrutiny,
standardization, autonomy and centralized decision-making). The complexities inherent in a

The "paradoxical" perspective/view of the coupling construct (Orton and Weick,
1988) will be referred to as P coupling throughout the remainder of this study.
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school as a social organization and a school’s particular context will affect the degree to
which each coupling dimension/mechanism is "tightly" or "loosely" coupled within a school
(Orton and Weick, 1988).
Along a similar line, Willower (1980) suggests that it might be more fruitful to talk
about a "coupling continuum" or contrasting categories with loose coupling at one end and
tight coupling at the other. Hie focus of such activities should be on discovering what
organizational and environmental features relate to various levels of coupling.
Definitions of Coupling
Various terms such as, "loose coupling", "loosely coupled" and "structural
coupling", are associated with the coupling perspective. Weick (1976) uses the notion of
loose coupling to convey "the image that coupled events are responsive, but that each event
also preserves its own identity and some evidence of its physical or logical separateness."
Loose coupling according to Miskel and McDonald (1982) means that the various
subsystems

of

interdependencies.

the

school

organization

are

relatively

disconnected

and

lack

Firestone and Wilson (1985) define linkages or couplings as those

mechanisms in schools that serve to coordinate the activity of people who work there. In
this study, coupling structure is used as an inclusive term to describe the pattern of
organizational and interpersonal mechanisms that can be used to characterize the social
environment and management of a school.
In this study, coupling structure will be operationalized by scores for each
dimension/subscale of the Organizational Coupling Structure Inventorv-Teacher Form
(OCSI-T) (Logan and Ellett, 1989).

The general conceptual definitions of each of the

original nine dimensions of the coupling construct as reflected on the OCSI-T (Logan and
Ellett, 1989) are:
Goal Consensus:

the degree of collective opinion or general agreement

among the members of a school regarding specific targets to be achieved.
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Autonomy: the degree to which teachers have independence from external
control and discretionary power in their classrooms.
Formalization:

the degree to which there is rigorous or ceremonious

adherence to established forms, rules, procedures or customs.
Centralization:

the degree or extent to which teachers participate in the

decision-making process at the policy level
Communication:

the degree to which information and understanding are

transmitted within a schooL
Open/Closed Environment: the degree to which the school is responsive to
elements outside the boundary of the organization; such as, political
pressures, parents, the larger educational system and the community.
Resources:

the degree to which means or assets (e.g. personnel, time,

materials and knowledge) are regulated within a school.
Evaluation/Feedback:

the degree to which the work of teachers is

supervised and feedback is provided.
Culture: the degree to which a set of key values, beliefs and understandings
are shared by the members of a school (Smircich, 1983).
Organizational Effectiveness
Hoy and Ferguson (198S) propose a general model of school effectiveness based on
a synthesis of two competing frameworks for the study of organizational effectiveness: 1)
the goal model and 2) the systems model.

The goal model stresses the successful

attainment of specific objectives, while the systems model is more concerned with internal
I

consistency (judicious distribution of resources within the organization), the ability to adapt,
and the optimization of resources. Organizational effectiveness is defined "as the extent to
which any organization as a social system, given certain resources and means, fulfills its
objectives without incapacitating its means and resources and without placing undue strain
upon its members" (Hoy and Ferguson, 198S, p. 121).

Using the Parsonian (1960)
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framework as a guide for determining the criteria of effectiveness, Hoy and Ferguson
(1985) propose a model of school effectiveness that includes the following general
dimensions:

1) organizational adaptation, 2) organizational productivity, 3) organizational

cohesiveness and 4) organizational commitment
According to Hoy and Ferguson (1985), organizational adaptation deals with the
problem of accommodating to the environment Organizational productivity is viewed in
terms of the extent to which the organization is successful in setting and accomplishing its
internal goals. The absence of intraorganizational conflict is the focus of organizational
cohesiveness.

Organizational commitment is concerned with members’ motivation and

commitment to the organization.

These four dimensions of organizational effectiveness

focus on goals as well as system requirements for existence and growth (Hoy and
Ferguson, 1985).
Definitions of Organizational Effectiveness
Mott (1972) developed a multi-faceted perspective for measuring organizational
effectiveness that is conceptually similar to Parson’s (1960) framework.

Mott (1972)

proposed that perceived organizational effectiveness is the subjective evaluation of an
organization based on three criteria: 1) quantity and quality of the product, 2) efficiency of
production and 3) adaptability and flexibility of the organization. Both the Mott (1972) and
the Parsonian (1960) frameworks recognize a broad range of organizational outcomes, are
concerned with environmental and internal problems, and address both production and
adaptation.
Mott (1972) formulated the Index of Organizational Effectiveness (IOE) to measure
these three dimensions across a wide variety of organizational types.

The quantity and

quality elements of effectiveness focus on how much is being produced and the quality of
various things being produced by an organization. Mott conceptualizes adaptability or the
ability to change routines into two categories: 1) anticipation of problems, timely solutions
and staying abreast of new processes and equipment: 2) prompt implementation of solutions
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and nHiiwiHtwi of new processes and equipment

Flexibility (a special type of adaptive

behavior) is die ability to adjust quickly and to cope with emergency situations.

With

slight modifications, Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart (1979) adapted Mott’s (1972) Index of
Effectiveness (IOE) to die school situation.
hi addition to debates about appropriate criteria to use to judge organizational
effectiveness, controversy has also centered on the use of perceptual versus objective data.
Personal perceptions are a source of data collected directly from organizational members,
while objective data are collected from organizational records. Arguments abound in the
literature for die use of perceptual data (e.g. Campbell, 1977), for the use of objective data
(e.g. Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967) and for the inclusion of both objective and perceptual
data (e.g. Pennings, 1975).
In this study, school effectiveness will be operationalized by three measures:
1. Teacher Perceptions of Overall School Effectiveness: measured by scores on the
Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) (Miskel, Fevurly and
Stewart, 1979; Mott, 1972).
2. Student Productivity: school mean achievement as measured by the results of
standardized achievement test scores.
3. School Average Daily Attendance: measured by computing the percentage of
average daily attendance (ADA) for the 1988-89 school term.
A Proposed Framework for Examining Relationships Between Coupling Structure and
School Effectiveness
The conceptual framework that serves as a guide for this study borrows from and
extends die above constructs and proposes a model that demonstrates the complexity in
predicting relationships between school coupling structure and effectiveness.2

The reader should note that this study does not attempt to validate this model but
uses die model as a conceptual guide for exploring relationships among variables in
die study.
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The model portrays reciprocal relationships between coupling structure, the behavior of
significant individuals within the organization and school effectiveness.

The proposed

model is based on the following assumptions:
1. Coupling structure can be viewed as a multi-dimensional variable that partially
encompasses principal, teacher and student behavior and indirectly affects school
outcomes.
2. The behavior of administrators, teachers and students (significant individuals
within the school) is not independent of, but rather, nested within the broader
construct of coupling structure.
3. Due to the complex nature of schools as social organizations, various coupling
structures may exist between schools and these coupling patterns may vary in
their relationships to school outcomes.
4. Antecedent variables, such as age, past experiences and ability, influence the
behavior of significant individuals and this behavior in turn influences the
coupling structure of the school, and indirectly school outcomes.
5. A variety of variables (such as, teacher and student attitudes, beliefs and values)
may intervene or perhaps serve as catalysts between a school’s coupling pattern
and school outcomes. For example, a high degree of coupling on the dimension
of work scrutiny (tight coupling) may lead to low teacher work satisfaction,
which in turn could indirectly affect attainment of subsequent school outcomes.
6. Variables in the model are highly interactive and causal relationships are
reciprocal.
Figure 1 presents a schematic representation of the basic components of the
expanded framework guiding the organization and development of variables and relation
ships to be investigated in this study. This framework portrays the reciprocal and indirect
relationship between antecedent variables, school coupling structure, significant individuals
within the school, mediating variables and school outcomes. School coupling structure is
represented by the solid line circle. Mediating variables (shaded area) are nested within the
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broader construct of school coupling. The broken line circle encompassing school coupling
structure represents other coupling structures that may exist between the school and
components outside die school (such as among schools in a district or between the district,
central office and a school). School effectiveness variables are student achievement and
attendance and teacher perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school as an
organization. For example, the principal is a key person in establishing the organizational
coupling of die sdiooL However, the principal brings to the work setting certain abilities
and prior experiences (antecedent variables) that can influence and affect the principal’s
behavior. Principal behavior, in turn, is influenced by various attitudes, perceptions, beliefs
and behaviors of others (e.g., teachers, students) in the total school environment Thus, the
principal’s influence on school effectiveness is "mediated" by these variables and the
school’s coupling structure as well. Reciprocally, the school’s effectiveness and coupling
structure can serve to impact subsequent principal behavior.

Thus, the framework depicts

a constant "ebb and flow" of relationships among a complex set of personal and
organizational variables and organizational and school effectiveness variables.

While

conceptually consistent with prior proposed frameworks such as Ellett and Walberg (1979)
and Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee (1982), the model presented here includes concern for
coupling structure of the school and perceived organizational effectiveness. An extended
explanation of these models is presented in Chapter Two.
Purpose
The overall purpose of this study is to utilize the organizational coupling
perspective to extend our understanding of effective schools as complex social systems.
The study has three major objectives:

1) to develop and field test a comprehensive

measure of die coupling structure of schools; 2) to examine relationships between coupling
structure and school achievement, attendance and perceptions of overall school
effectiveness; and 3) to examine possible relationships between coupling structure and
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school effectiveness in terms of selected school characteristics such as, school level
(elementary vs. secondary), socioeconomic status and size.
In order to accomplish the above objectives, this study will be completed in two
major parts. The first part of the study continues the development and refinement of an
instrument derived from previous pilot work to measure teachers’ perceptions of coupling
structure in schools (Logan & Ellett, 1989). A review of the literature on organizations in
general and educational organizations in particular, identified several previous attempts to
measure aspects of coupling structure. Most of these studies have been criticized because
of conceptually flawed and unreliable measurement (Orton and Weick, 1988). Thus, this
study seeks to expand the measurement of the coupling construct by continued refinement
of a multi-dimensional inventory (OCSI-T) (Logan and Ellett, 1989).
The second part of this study will focus on the examination of several key research
questions that bear on understanding the paradoxical (P) view of coupling (Orton & Weick,
1988) and school effectiveness.

For this investigation, previous theoretical frameworks

proposed by Ellett and Walberg (1979) and Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee (1982) were
used as a conceptual base from which to build an expanded and more complex model of
school organizations.

A conceptual model that depicts the behavior of significant

individuals within the school (e.g.principals, teachers, students) as nested within the broader
construct of coupling structure serves as a framework for understanding relationships among
the variables to be examined. Causal linkages across all variables are conceptualized as
reciprocally related in such a way that each affects and depends on the others, and in turn,
each indirectly affects school outcomes.

A series of research questions, subsequent

analyses and conclusions are intended to provide insights about the relationships between
school coupling and effectiveness.
Research Questions
Within the context of effective schools, P coupling suggests that effective schools
contain different patterns of coupling, that consist of different quantities and degrees of
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coupling on various coupling dimensions (e.g. goal co n sen su s/v isio n , work scrutiny).

If

this is the case, then schools that are perceived as more-or-less effective, may be described
by a variety of combinations of coupling structures. No particular coupling structure would
predict effective schools as measured by either perceived or actual school effectiveness
indices. Since the literature offers limited theoretical bases for predicting relationships
between the coupling perspective and school outcomes, the first research question is
presented as a way of exploring relationships between teachers’ perceptions of each of the
five coupling dimensions and each school effectiveness index.
Question 1:

Are there

bivariate relationships between various coupling

dimensions and the school effectiveness measures of student achievement,
student attendance and perceived school effectiveness?
Since very little rationale exists to predict which coupling dimensions, either
singularly or in combination, account for variation in each of the school effectiveness
indices, the second research question is posed to explore these relationships.
Question 2: What percentage of the variation in each school effectiveness
measure of student achievement, student attendance and perceived school
effectiveness (dependent variables) is explained/accounted for by the various
coupling dimensions (independent variables) both separately and in
combination?
While the first research question focused on the bivariate relationships between each
coupling dimension and each index of school effectiveness, a related question might be
raised about the relationship between the set of coupling dimensions (independent variables)
I

and the set of school effectiveness indices (dependent variables). Thus, the third research
question is presented as a way of exploring the relationships between these two sets of
variables.
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Question 3: Is there a multivariate relationship between the set of coupling
dimensions (independent variables) and the set of school effectiveness
measures (dependent variables)?
In reviewing previous studies that have explored relationships between the coupling
construct and school effectiveness there are no apparent efforts to investigate relationships
between within-school variation of coupling dimensions and school effectiveness.

The

fourth research question is presented as a first probe to explore relationships between the
"congruency" of teacher’s perceptions of various coupling dimensions and school
effectiveness indices.
Question 4: Does within-school variance on various coupling dimensions
explain/ account for significant amounts of variation among school
effectiveness indices?
There is a considerable body of literature (e.g., Coleman, 1966; Marjoribanks, 1972)
that shows that selected school demographic variables such as the socioeconomic status
(SES) of students are consistent correlates of school effectiveness and student achievement
Of interest in this study is the extent to which school coupling features account for
variation in school effectiveness indices beyond that accounted for by SES and school size.
In addition, there is a body of literature (Lortie, Crow and Prolman, 1983; Manasse, 1985)
that suggests that principal behavior relating to school effectiveness varies with school SES.
Since many of the items on the OCSI-T tap teacher perceptions of principal behavior and
principal behavior may vary with SES, a fifth research question will be explored.
Question 5: Is there a relationship between the various coupling dimensions
and school effectiveness indices that is independent of school size and
socioeconomic status?
Supplemental Analyses
In addition to the five basic research questions, a set of supplemental research
questions will be explored through secondary analyses of the data. While other questions
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could be explored, it seems important to focus on questions related to school level (e.g.
elementary vs. secondary), socioeconomic status (SES) and size, due to the emphasis on
these variables in the literature. For example, previous research (Heniott and Firestone,
1984; Firestone, 198S) has revealed differences in the pattern of coupling between
secondary and elementary schools.

Typically research results indicate that elementary

schools conform more to the image of the rational bureaucracy while secondary schools fit
the image of a loosely coupled system High schools cluster rather low on goal consensus
and centralization of influence and elementary schools cluster relatively high on both
variables (Herriott and Firestone, 1984). The distinction between elementary and secondary
schools could be due to the age of clientele, the broader range of curricular elements in
secondary schools, formal departmentalization in secondary schools, size of the school
and/or sex composition of the faculty (Heniott and Firestone, 1984).
Lortie, Crow and Prolman (1983) suggest that the behavior of principals may differ
according to school SES. Principals in low SES schools may have to devote more time to
discipline issues, while principals in high SES schools may devote more time mediating
relationships between demanding parents and teachers (Manasse, 1985).
Research on the relationship between size and structure underscores the findings
that as size increases, structure becomes more standardized and formalized.

As the

organization becomes too complex to control by informal means, it becomes necessary to
rely on greater use of rules and procedures (standardization) and paperwork (formalization)
(Bedeian, 1984).
Thus, supplemental analyses will be conducted to explore relationships between
coupling dimension scores and school size, and SES, within groups of elementary and
secondary schools?
Significance of the Study
Understanding the coupling structure of schools and its relationship to school
effectiveness is an important concern for several reasons.

First, while there has been
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considerable discussion of the coupling construct, the construct is often discussed in
isolation of other important variables. What may be more important is the discussion and
exploration of the relationship of coupling to other important variables within the context of
schools as complex social systems. Thus, the proposed model seeks to merge two areas of
inquiry in understanding schools-the coupling perspective and school effectiveness.
Second, die notion of "coupling" in the study of schools as organizations has
typically focused on die degree to which a school was either "loosely" or "tightly" coupled.
Most instruments used to measure aspects of coupling

have incorporated only a small

number of die potential coupling mechanisms in an organization (school). This study seeks
to expand the measurement of the coupling construct by:
1. Continuing to refine and develop a multi-dimensional inventory to measure
coupling.
2. Use die instrument to explore relationships between coupling and indices of
school effectiveness.
3. Collecting data pertinent to exploring the "paradoxical" perspective formulated by
Orton and Weick (1988) about the notion of coupling in schools.
This study is also significant in that a data set will be generated that may prove
useful in "debunking" assumptions about the five chief correlates of effective schools.
Educational studies of effective schools have been criticized for the absence of a sound
theoretical framework (e.g. Hoy and Ferguson, 1985). The literature on effective schools is
primarily based on a limited number of case studies and typically identifies five chief
correlates of effective schools: 1) principal characterized as a strong instructional leader; 2)
pervasive and broadly understood instructional focus; 3) an orderly, safe climate conducive
to teaching and learning; 4) teacher behaviors that convey the expectation that all students
are to obtain at least minimum mastery; and 5) the use of measures of pupil achievement
as the basis for program evaluation (Edmonds, 1979). The primary focus of the majority of
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these studies has been on the principal as a change agent within schools.

While these

findings are interesting, they are not derived from a sound theoretical base and tend to be
rather "practitioner" oriented and "prescriptive" in nature. In bolstering this point, Bossert,
Dwyer, Rowan and Lee (1982) state that:
"...aside from the standard educational administration admonitions that
describe what a good manager should do, the research and practice
literatures do not present models that describe how certain management or
leadership acts actually become translated into concrete activities which help
children succeed in school" (p.34).
This study broadens our understanding of factors contributing to school
effectiveness and our understanding of the school as a complex, social organization. Thus,
this study is significant because it draws from theories of organizational coupling and
organizational effectiveness and incorporates them into a framework for examining school
effectiveness.
The conceptual model used to organize this study assumes the school to be a
complex social system consisting of a variety of coupling features. Based on this premise,
both effective and ineffective schools would have coupling features. However, knowledge
ofpatterns of coupling features that may exist in effective and ineffective schools is
limited. For example, if the study identifies a group of schools that are equally effective
on the outcome measures, but the schools vary considerably in their pattern of coupling
structure, then much will be added to the effective schools literature and theories of
coupling as they pertain to school productivity. Similarly, if the results show that within
school variation on coupling indices explains more school outcome variance than dimension
scores, the paradoxical view of the coupling construct and the effective schools literature
will need to be further elaborated.
Limitations
1.

The generalizability of the results obtained from this study may be limited by

the nature of schools in the sample (e.g. all participating schools were from a large urban
school district).
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2.

Some analyses may be limited by the common method variance between the

coupling measure (OCSI-T) and the teacher measure of organizational effectiveness (IPOE).
Assumptions
1.

School mean scores used in the analyses are valid and represent typical

perceptions of all teachers in a school.
2.

The Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) (Miskel, Fevurly

and Stewart, 1979) is a valid measure of general school effectiveness.
3. The coupling structure of a school is relatively stable over time.
Summary
Chapter 1 presents an introduction of the study which includes a statement of the
problem, definition of terms, research questions, significance of the study, limitations and
assumptions of the study and an overview of the study’s organization. Chapter 2 presents a
review of the literature, with a general historical overview of the coupling construct and
sections on organizational effectiveness, administrator behavior and school outcomes.
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Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature
Chapter 2 presents a review of related literature. The chapter is divided into four
sections: 1) perspectives on the concept of coupling 2) school effectiveness research, 3)
relationships between coupling dimensions and attributes of effective schools and 4)
organizational effectiveness. The literature review synthesizes research findings related to
each of these areas.
Coupling
Historical Overview
Within the last decade, the image of educational organizations as rational
bureaucracies has been severely questioned. Investigators have increasingly criticized the
rationalistic assumptions about the relationship of structure and process to organizational
goals.

A growing body of theory and research challenges the assumption of schools as

bureaucratic organizations, and has produced newer images of educational organizations.
The image of the "anarchy" or "loosely coupled system" has probably been the most
frequently cited alternative theory in the field of elementary and secondary education
(Cohen and March, 1974; Meyer and Rowan, 1978; Weick, 1976).

Firestone (1985)

describes the view of schools as loosely coupled systems as "one of the more challenging
ideas in the study of schools as organizations over the last decade".
While the term "loosely coupled" system has become a fashionable buzz word
among scholars in educational organizations, Corwin (1981) contends that the idea is not
new, but in fact, is deeply embedded in an expansive literature on the sociology of complex
organizations.

Research into the sociology of teaching (Waller, 1932), patterns of

autonomy in schools (Katz, 1964), structural looseness (Bidwell, 1965), and zones of
autonomy (Lottie, 1969) are examples of early writings concerned with the idea of loose
coupling.

20
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Weick (1976), Match and Olsen (1976), Ouchi (1978) and Meyer (1978) are
examples of recent works that describe schools as loose-coupled systems. This alternative
view of educational organizations assumes schools to have ambiguous goals, unclear
technologies, fluid participation, uncoordinated activities, loosely connected structural
elements and a structure that has little effect on outcomes (Hoy and Miskel, 1983).
Probably the most thorough analysis of the concept of loose coupling has been
developed by Karl Weick. Weick (1976) uses the notion of loose coupling to convey "the
image that coupled events are responsive, but that each event also preserves its own
identity and some evidence of its physical or logical separateness".

While most

organizations are concerned with who does the work and how well it is performed, schools
often have loose control over how well the work is done. Thus, in many ways schools are
not like other organizations and much of their uniqueness derives from the fact that they
are joined more loosely than is true for other organizations (Weick, 1982).

Goals in

education are often indeterminate, making them difficult to use as hard standards to
evaluate individual performance. There tends to be a limited amount of inspection and
evaluation in schools and professionals are often reluctant to give one another unsolicited
feedback. Teachers may find it hard to keep track of the students, let alone of one another.
However, some aspects of schools are tightly coupled, such as scheduling, payroll,
hiring and certifying. Instances of tight coupling share four characteristics:

1) rules, 2)

agreement on what those rules are, 3) a system of inspection to check on compliance and
4) feedback designed to improve compliance (Weick, 1982, p.674).

In more loosely

coupled systems, at least one of these four characteristics is missing. Typically, either
>

consensus on policies

and procedures or frequent inspection is the missing component

(Weick, 1982).
Meyer and Rowan (1978) expand Weick’s thesis and place emphasis on
"decoupling" in educational organizations.

Decoupling is defined to mean that the formal

structure of the organization is disconnected from the technical activity. They maintain that
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educational organizations "lack close internal coordination especially of the content and
methods of what is presumably their main activity, instruction" (Meyer and Rowan, 1978,
p. 71).
Bidwell (1965) pointed out that the "structural looseness" of school systems makes
it difficult for managers to control work through bureaucratic procedures. Bidwell noted
that the spatial isolation of teachers and the need for autonomy prevent administrators from
introducing bureaucratic controls.

Additionally, teachers need to have freedom to make

professional judgments in order to deal with the problem of variability in student abilities
on a day-to-day basis.

However, the demand for uniformity in product, the need for

movement of students from grade to grade and school to school, and the long period of
time over which students are schooled require a routinization of activities resulting in a
bureaucratic basis of school organization.

The end result being a combination of

bureaucracy and structural looseness in schools.
Focusing on the two competing images of schools that have attracted considerable
attention, the rational bureaucracy and the image of the school as an anarchy or loosely
coupled system. Firestone and Herriott (1982) conceptualized and operationalized the salient
differences among these two images. Seven dimensions on which the two images differed
were identified:

l)goal consensus, 2) vertical communication, 3) enforcement of formal

rules, 4) centralization of influence, 5) legitimacy of administrative influence, 6) teacher
classroom autonomy and 7) openness to the environment.

It was hypothesized that

schools conforming more to the image of the rational bureaucracy would be high in
dimensions 1-5 and low in dimensions 6 and 7; conversely, schools corresponding more to
the image of anarchy or loosely coupled would measure low in dimensions 1-5 and high in
dimensions 6 and 7.

Greater agreement on goals was found in elementary schools than in

junior high schools and more in junior high schools than in high schools. Additionally,
more centralization of influence was found at the lower levels than at the higher ones.
Thus, the authors concluded that the findings of their study suggest that there are real
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among-level differences in the extent to which schools correspond to different images, hi
their study, high schools had more characteristics of the anarchy while elementary schools
corresponded more to the rational bureaucracy.
There appears to be a general consensus that, in comparison to other organizations,
schools are loosely linked.

Firestone and Wilson (1985) define linkages or couplings as

those mechanisms in schools that serve to coordinate the activity of people who work there.
While there continues to be some ambiguity about what the full range of relevant linkage
mechanisms might be, attention has been focused on the lack of strong bureaucratic ties. It
is argued that the range of linkage mechanisms available

includes not only the more

commonly recognized bureaucratic linkages, but also a set of cultural linkages.
Bureaucratic linkages exert their effects by creating or limiting opportunities for certain
kinds of action and can be modified through formal decisions. While this type of linkage
coordinates action by shaping opportunities to act in certain ways, cultural linkages affect
the way teachers (and students) think about their work. Attention should be directed at
identifying a range of linkage mechanisms that integrate and coordinate activity in
organizations.

Included within this range would be schedules, rules, norms, values,

communication patterns and goals.
While the concept of loose coupling as a distinctive characteristic of schools and
other educational organizations has been useful in explaining various aspects of their
organization previously ill-understood, educational organizations are highly bureaucratic in
some significant ways. Instruction, central core activity of the school, is typically viewed
as being loosely coupled to administrator authority.

Owens (1987) argues that

administrators do have indirect bureaucratic means of influencing the instructional behavior
in the school For example, the control of time, the assignment of students to classes and
grouping are ways in which administrators can influence instruction. In addition, control of
resources (Ie. teaching space, availability of equipment, access to copy machines and basic
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supplies) is another indirect, yet powerful, means of influencing the instructional behavior
of teachers.
Gamoran and Dieeben (1986) also argue that by regulating the flow of resources
from the district to the school and classroom, administrators influence the content of
instruction as well as student learning. By regulating the allocation of time, die provision of
curricular materials and the array of students found in schools and classrooms,
administrators can influence the technical work of schools. Thus, coordination of work by
regulation of resources to the classrooms is an additional area in which coupling in
educational organizations can be affected.
In summary, it appears that schools have some of the characteristics of bureaucracyhierarchy, division of labor, formal rules, supervision, etc., but they are not totally
bureaucratic. Schools can and do assume many different patterns, with some resembling
bureaucracies more than other do (Firestone and Heniott, 1982).
Recent discussions of the coupling metaphor (Orton and Weick, 1988) center on
coupling as a "paradox", and suggest that a variety of combinations of coupling features
characterize schools. Various definitions of loose coupling capture contradictory concepts,
such as, responsive sod separate, related and unrelated, and autonomous and interdependent
The paradoxical view implies a balancing of or "simultaneous coupling and uncoupling".
A view that allows connectedness or unconnectedness between elements to exist
simultaneously should provide a richer view of organizations than a perspective that focuses
on either connectedness or unconnectedness.
Thus, it may make no sense to describe schools as either "strongly or loosely
coupled" or in terms of degree of "decoupling." Organizational features of schools may
exist in complex combinations...some of which make schools functionaL.others of which
contribute to disfunction.
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Review of Instrumentation
A review of die literature on organizations in general and educational organizations
in particular, has identified several attempts to measure aspects of structural coupling.
Most of these studies are pilot in nature and have been criticized because of conceptually
flawed and unreliable measurement (Orton & Weick, 1988).
The School Work System Interdependence (SWSI) instrument was developed and
refined by Bridges and Hallinan (1978). The authors define work system interdependence
as "the extent to which the organization’s primary function is arranged and carried out
jointly or collaboratively by employees" (p.23). In a school setting, high work system
interdependence was thought to imply that a teacher’s activities are contingent in part on
die activities of other teachers. High degrees of interdependence in the work system of
schools will be accompanied by higher rates of interactions among the members of the
work group. This in turn, will increase the opportunities available for teachers to satisfy
the desire to be continuously associated in work with one’s colleagues and lead to
decreased absenteeism.
In general, work system interdependence was viewed as a variable that could be
manipulated and controlled by administrators and policymakers to increase the attractiveness
of the work setting, and potentially reducing absenteeism.

The results of the study

indicated that work system interdependence and subunit size did exert direct independent
effects on teacher absenteeism.
The SWSI was used by Miskel, McDonald and Bloom (1983) to measure structural
couplings or linkages.

The SWSI, along with three measures of linkages through

communication (refined by Bridges and Hallinan 1978), a measure of student control
processes used in the school and a measure of teacher isolation in the work setting were
used to measure structural linkages. The sample for the study was drawn from 89 public
elementary and secondary schools geographically representative of schools in Kansas. The
study investigated die relationship between structural and expectancy linkages and school
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effectiveness.

Expectancy linkages were teachers’ estimates of the relationship between

effort, expenditure and success, for their own effects as well as for pupils’ performance.
The mean scores for the structural coupling variables were for the most part low, with
interdependent and communication events tending to be infrequent.

Linkage between

teacher and principals relating to student discipline was, however, relatively strong. The
investigators concluded that there was a relationship between structural and expectancy
linkages and perceived effectiveness.

As a group, the structural linkage variables were

consistently related to the criterion variables (perceived organizational effectiveness, teacher
job satisfaction and student attitudes toward school). However, caution was advised in the
interpretation of their results. Even in the "tightly linked" schools the linkages were weak.
The SWSI (Bridges and Hallinan, 1978) was used by Frere (1986) to measure
structural coupling or linkages in 43 schools selected from a large southern suburban school
district.

Within this study, loose coupling was defined as an image referring to structural

units that are responsive, but also preserve their own identity. Decoupling was defined as a
lack of formal coordination and control over the technical activity of an organization. The
results tended to support the image of schools as loosely coupled organizations and
indicated that teachers perceive decoupling in their schools.
Utilizing a sample of elementary and secondary schools, Firestone and Heniott
(1982) used The School Assessment Survey (SAS) to measure two dimensions of coupling
structure: goal consensus and centralization of influence. A refinement and elaboration of
the 1982 study was conducted in 1984 (Heniott and Firestone, 1984) using more rigorous
measures of three key variables:

goal consensus, centralization of influence and school

level Subsequent revisions of the SAS have been based on a concerns for item reliability
and relevancy to practicing educators. Additionally, items and dimensions have been added
to reflect the effective schools research (Research for Better Schools, Inc., 1985).
The effects of school linkages on the quantity of implementation of new practices
was investigated by Wilson and Corbett (1983) as part of a three-year exploratory study of
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change in 14 schools (elementaiy, junior high and senior high levels). A survey of teachers
at the 14 sites was the basic data source for the quantitative measures of school linkages.
Data collection also included the use of observation and open-ended interviews.
types of within-school linkages were defined:

Three

cultural, structural and interpersonal.

Cultural linkages were measured by "the agreement among organizational members about
goals".

Two measures of structural linkages were used:

1) the mean percentage of

teachers in the school who thought iules were enforced in the policy areas of lesson plans
and use of curriculum guides and 2) the degree of discretion allowed teachers as they
earned out their classroom tasks. Interpersonal linkages were operationalized by measures
of teacher’s opportunities to discuss and observe work-related activities. Analyses of both
the qualitative and quantitative data suggested that tighter linkages facilitated the spread of
school change.
Efforts by Clark, Astuto and Kuh (1983) have been directed toward developing a
coupling taxonomy that could be investigated in a variety of organizational settings. The
tentative structure of the taxonomy includes the following categories of organizational
elements (Clark, Astuto and Kuh, 1983) :
1. Edificial Elements: Formally recognized or designated components of the
organization (e.g. positions, job descriptions, objectives).
2.

Functional elements: Those activities that constitute the work of the

organization; those "things" the organization is intended to do including (1) substantive
elements that represent the essence of a particular organization (e.g. teaching in the case of
a school or college) and (2) maintenance elements or activities common to all organizations
(e.g., planning, staffing).
3.

Procedural elements: The processes and behaviors of organizations and

individuals within them (e.g. decision making, needs assessment, problem solving).
4.

Extra-oiganizational elements: Elements outside the organization that interact
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consistently, temporarily, sporadically, or incompletely with specific organizational elements
(e.g., regulatory bodies, technical assistance units, suppliers).
5.

Idiographic elements: Activities engaged in by individuals to interpret, order,

or respond to organizational happenings (e.g., sensemaking, cause mapping, empire
building).
According to Clark, Astuto and Kuh (1983), once organizational elements have been
specified, the "nature or textural characteristics" of the relation between and/or among
organizational elements within and/or across categories of elements can be described in two
ways.

Quantitatively, the frequency of interaction between and/or among specified

elements can be described. Qualitatively, the relationship can be described according to the
degree of reliability, responsiveness and dependence.
Utilizing the above taxonomy of organizational coupling, Astuto and Clark (1985)
assessed the strength of coupling within instructionally effective schools (IBS). Employing
a form of meta-analysis, the authors examined the relationships between the building
principal and teachers as described in 59 case studies of IESs to determine whether or not
they conformed to the depictions presented in the IES literature. The results of the study
suggested that: 1) IESs varied in the nature and strength of coupling between principal and
teacher, 2) simple designators such as tightly coupled and loosely coupled tend to distract
the observer from important differences that exist in coupling within organizations and 3)
organizational coupling in IESs is so diverse that explanations other than tight linkages
must account for their success (Astuto and Clark , 1985).
Recent work by Lutz and Estell (1989) has focused on developing a numerical
I

coupling scheme based on die work of Clark, Astuto and Kuh (1983).

Lutz and Estell

(1989) argue that much of the work on loose coupling, like that of Clark, Astuto and Kuh
(1983) and March and Olson (1976) is based on methods such as naturalistic inquiry and
ethnography, which are highly expensive ways of gathering data from a large sample of
subjects.

Thus, if examination of organizational coupling across a population is to be
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successfully completed, less expensive methods need to be found to measure the degree of
coupling in organizations. Using the concepts emerging from the Clark, Astuto and Kuh
(1983) taxonomy, a system for numerical classifying coupling behavior of an organization
was developed (Lutz and Estell, 1989).

This system was used to score organizational

behaviors in two organizations (a local school district and a university). The authors note
that in order to use their coupling scheme, direct observations of organizational behavior
must be made; thus, the procedure is not as simple as the use of a paper and pencil test
However, while acknowledging the cumbersomeness of the coupling scheme, the authors
contend that the method is more efficient than completing individual ethnographies in every
organization where coupling is to be studied. Based on the study results, it was concluded
that it may prove fruitful to examine when, and under what conditions a particular
organization exhibits a particular combination of coupling behavior Goose, tight and/or
uncoupled) and with what result
Recently, Clark, Astuto and Kuh (1986) attempted to compare the "coupling
strength" in various types of colleges and universities. They noted that the "paucity of
instrumentation to study organizational coupling is an understatement." The most recent
empirical study cited by the authors was

Firestone and Heniott (1982).

described the instrument used by Firestone and Heniott

The authors

as "crude" and warns those

seeking to work in the area of organizational coupling that they will "go-it-alone" from a
technical point of view. An implication drawn from their work with the coupling variable
is the need for improvement in definitional, classificatory and instrument development
capacities.
Based on a review of available instruments to measure the coupling construct, there
does not appear to be an instrument available that captures many of the important
dimensions of coupling. Thus, a psychometrically sound, multi-dimensional instrument to
measure the complexities of the coupling of schools would have utility in increasing our
understanding of organizational structures and explaining variations within and between
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schools. Without better measurement of the coupling construct, future research on schools
as organizations will be impeded.
Recognizing die need for more comprehensive measurement of the coupling
construct, recent work by Logan and Ellett (1989) has been directed toward the
development of a multi-dimensional inventory to measure the organizational coupling
structure of schools from die teacher perspective.
School Effectiveness Research
Of major concern to educational researchers and practitioners during the past decade
has been die identification of effective schools and the means to create more of them. The
effective schools movement gained its impetus from research which revealed a significant
number of unusually effective schools located in poor and minority neighborhoods.
Researchers assumed that these successful schools had common identifiable characteristics
which resided within the domain educators could manipulate, and that these traits could be
easily transferred to less effective schools (Jackson, 1986).
It has been argued that the school effectiveness research was, for the most part, a
reaction to the Coleman et aL (1966) study.

Educators traditionally have believed that

schools can enhance student learning through the actions they take. Therefore, many were
stunned by die conclusions of Coleman’s (1966) Equality of Educational Opportunity Study.
The Coleman report stated that school resources have little impact on student achievement
independent of student background characteristics (Educational Research Service, Inc. (ERS)
1983). In a response to these findings, a large body of research has developed that focuses
on die identification and analysis of instructionally effective schools.
The effective schools movement provided the hard data to support misgivings many
educators had concerning Coleman"s findings.

Results of studies by Weber (1971),

Edmonds (1979), Brookover (1979) and Rutter (1979) produced information on effective
schools. Generally, effective schools tended to have: 1) strong administrative leadership;
2) a safe and orderly climate; 3) high and positive expectations for achievement for
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students and staff; 4) an emphasis on the basic skill;

and S) regular and continuous

assessment of student progress (e.g., Edmonds, 1979; Brookover, 1979).

The literature

tends to suggest that implementing these five correlates will increase student test scores and
enable schools to reach or exceed comparison norms for student achievement in basic skill
areas (ETS, Inc., 1983).
Criticisms of the Effective Schools Research
Despite advocates’ claims, the research findings from the effective schools research
has been insufficient to explain why some schools are more productive or effective than
others (Grady, Wayson and Zirkel, 1989). D’Amico (1982) cautions that, as yet, there are
no recipes for effective schools.
There have been various criticisms of the effective schools movement
example:

For

1) the formula for effective schools is too simplistic, reducing the characteristics

of truly effective schools to a brief list, 2) the research is not as clear as is claimed, 3) the
research has been primarily limited to elementary schools in urban systems with large
populations of disadvantaged students, 4) the focus has been upon narrow educational
outcomes, and 5) the guidelines promote authoritarian techniques and purposes (Grady, et
al., 1989).

Never the less, at present there is clear evidence that many schools, school

districts, and state department of education are applying the results of school effectiveness
research in order to improve student performance (Good and Brophy, 1986).
The Role of the Principal

The last few years have seen a resurgence of attention to the importance of
principals for effective schools. Much school effectiveness research suggests that principal
involvement in curriculum and instruction is crucial to enhancing school outcomes.
However, few studies describe what principals do or tell how principals in more effective
schools differ in their behavior from principals who head less effective schools (Good and
Brophy, 198t>).
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Cohen (1983) argues that effective principals emphasize achievement, set
instructional goals, develop performance standards for students and express optimism about
the ability of students to meet instructional goals. Additionally, Cohen argues that student
and faculty norms and school "ethos" can be shaped by principals and teachers, as well as
by several structural features of schools, such as, building-level autonomy, procedures for
assigning students to schools and the quantity and organization of time in schools.

For

example, how a principal assigns students to individual classes influences what can and
does take place in the classroom, and shared work and collective decision making require
time for teachers to talk with each other and to plan and evaluate programs.
Cohen (1983) concludes that effective schools have become so by making headway
in solving several problems that are rooted in the structure of educational organizations and
the teaching profession.

Specifically, effective schools are able to:

1) bring about the

feeling in students that school achievement norms are legitimate, 2) assert the primacy of
their instructional mission around a limited set of goals, 3) direct and focus the allocation
of resources, operating procedures and practices, and the behavior of teachers and students
toward the accomplishment of those goals and 4) develop collegial working relationships.
Despite evidence that links strong instructional supervision from principals to
effective schools, some reservations have been expressed about the actual time available for
such supervision given the complexities of the total instructional management function of
the principalship (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee, 1982). Principals typically may not be
able to devote the time necessary to work directly with a teacher in order to analyze
classroom problems and prescribe specific changes in features of the instructional
organization that will improve student learning.4

Therefore, it is

recommended that

instructional organizations be examined at the school level in order to find factors that
shape a classroom’s instructional organization, such as, time, class size, and composition

More recently Ellett (1987) has suggested that principals’ roles in the direct
supervision of classroom teaching may be changing due to large-scale performance
assessment programs mandated in many states.
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and grouping. Drawing upon the work of Thompson (1967) and March and Simon (19S8),
the authors suggest
"...that principals could constrain and structure classroom instruction in a
number of ways, including developing an organizational culture, imposing
formal rules that program instructional decisions, manipulating and
standardizing instructional inputs such as materials and students, setting
goals and monitoring outputs, and utilizing communication channels
(Bossert, et al., p. 43)."
While much of the research on effective schools emphasizes the direct instructional
role of principals, others use a more indirect model of instructional management (Manasse,
1983).

Two theoretical models that build on research findings, primarily in the areas of

teaching and school effects, and theoretical understandings of organizations and their
processes are the Bossert model of the principal’s influence on student learning (Bossert, et
al., 1982) and the Ellett and Walberg framework of the reciprocal nature of the influence
relationship between the principal and other school variables (Ellett and Walberg, 1979).
Each model depicts somewhat differently the causal ordering between principal behavior
and valued outcomes, however, both include mediating effects (Pitner, 1988).
Ellett and Walberg (19791 Framework.

Ellett and Walberg (1979) present a

theoretical framework which structures the relationship between principal behavior, the
social environment of learning and school outcomes.

The framework assumes that the

behavior of the principal affects key variables in the school environment that mediate
school outcomes and that these consequences, in turn, affect subsequent principal behavior.
Thus, the principal functions within a highly interactive social system and is affected by the
consequences of others in the environment and his/her own behavior as well.
A schematic representation of basic components of the theoretical framework and
"interactive" causal relations system is presented in Figure 2.

Solid lines in the figure

represent the theoretical impact of principal behavior on other components in the system.
Broken lines represent the effects of the consequences of principal behavior on subsequent
behavior, as well as the impact of factors within and outside the school on principal
behavior. According to Ellett and Walberg (1979, p. 147), "there is no solid line
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FIGURE 9 .

The E l l e t t and Walberg framework o f the reciprocal nature

o f the in flu en ce r e la tio n sh ip between the principal and other school
va ria b les ( E l l e t t arid Walberg, 1979).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

35
connecting principal behavior with student outcomes because of the assumption that their
behavioral effect is indirect, largely mediated by factors within and external to the school
environment."
Mediating variables in the figure are conceived as factors associated with cognitive,
affective, and behavioral characteristics of key individuals within the school environment
(teachers and students) and outside the school environment (parents, community members,
central office personnel).

These variables have been termed "mediating" because they

intervene between the principal’s functioning and student outcomes. Results of a laige-scale
field test of the Ellett and Walberg (1979) framework indicated that the strongest and most
fiequent variable relationships were those between teachers’ perceptions of characteristics of
the school environment and their assessments of the behavior of the principal The data
support the general assumption that the influence of principal behavior on student outcomes
is mediated through the influences of teacher and student perceptions of characteristics of
the school environment.
Bossert. Dwver. Rowan and Lee (1982) Framework. In response to the limitations
of the leadership literature and the successful schools literature in providing useful models
for conceptualizing principal effectiveness, Bossert, et a l (1982) present a framework for
examining instructional management

that depicts a principal’s instructional management

behavior as affecting two basic features of the school’s social organization-climate and
instructional organization.

This framework is presented in Figure 3. Climate and

instructional organization are viewed as the contexts in which various social relationships
are formed and which, in turn, shape teachers’ behavior and student learning experiences
that produce student learning. In turn, the principal’s management behavior is shaped by
factors external to the school.
This framework places the instructional management role of the principal within the
organization of schooling as a social process. Two distinct domains in which principals
must exercise leadership in order to create or maintain a successful school are specified: 1)
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Figure 3 .

The Bossert model o f the p r in c i p a l’s in flu en ce on

student learning (B ossert. Dwyer, Rowan and Lee, 1982).
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instructional organization and 2) climate.

Central to this view is the principal’s

understanding of how school and classroom organization affects the learning experiences of
children and the importance of the informal and normative elements of a school’s
organization to establishing an environment that supports the improvement of instruction.
There are similarities between the Ellett and Walberg model (1979) and the model
presented by Bossert, & et al. (1982). Both models view the relationship between principal
behavior and student outcomes as being mediated by additional variables. Bossert, et a l
(1982) expand this basic relationship to include personal variables conceptualized as having
a potential affect on principal behavior.
It should be noted that the Ellett and Walberg framework (1979) proposes a
reciprocal relationship between administrator behavior, teacher behavior and student
outcomes. The Bossert, et al. (1982) model, however, is a unidirectional model
Generally, studies of administrators have examined attitudes and traits of
administrators with little attention to showing how those factors, or others, influence the
outcomes of schooling (Bridges, 1982).

A long tradition of organizational research

suggests that schools are loosely linked organizations that provide limited means for
principals to influence teachers’ work (Bidwell, 196S;

Weick, 1976).

However, recent

research on effective schools suggests that in some cases the principal can make an
important contribution to instruction (Manasse, 1985).

Firestone and Wilson (1985)

contend that contradictions between these two bodies of research are resolvable by
attending to a broader array of linkage mechanisms in schools. It is argued that principals
can identify linkages to or among teachers that are tight or can be tightened and can use
them to influence instruction.
The two theoretical models described above provide

frameworks for exploring

relationships between principal management behavior and school outcomes.

Based upon a

"paradoxical" perspective of coupling and drawing from these theoretical frameworks,
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relationships between patterns of coupling within a school and school outcomes can be
explored.
Coupling Dimensions and Effective Schools
The following section focuses on the research literature specific to relationships
between coupling dimensions/mechanisms investigated in this study and attributes
associated with effective schools.
Coupling Dimension of Goal Consensus/Vision
One of the attributes associated with effective schools is clear academic and social
behavior goals (Joyce, Hersh and McKibbin, 1983).

Effective schools articulate a clear

schoolwide set of academic goals, with emphasis across the entire teaching staff on
achievement

Minimum ambiguity about the importance of achievement exists.

Additionally, an orderly classroom and school climate is emphasized.

The same

understanding of die school’s goals is shared by teachers, parents and students (Brookover
1979).

Effective schools have a need for sharing.

This sharing is necessary to assure

adherence to common sets of values, norms and expectations, which in turn, creates bonds
among occupants of different roles, resulting in tight linkages or tight coupling (Abbott
and Caracheo, 1987; Joyce, et aL, 1983).
Rosenholtz (1987) points to the importance of goals as a means of both ascertaining
school effectiveness and motivating and directing organizational activities within the school.
It is argued that die effective school relies almost exclusively on its organizational goals as
die incentive to attract and motivate teachers. Comparatively, effective schools have tighter
congruence between die values, norms and behaviors of principals and teachers, than do
their less effective counterparts. This shared consensus results in principals and teachers
acting in unison to achieve school goals.
Considering the emphasis in the effective schools literature on the sharing of goals,
values and norms, there appears to be support for predicting that principal behaviors that
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increase teachers’ perceptions of goal co nsen su s/v isio n within a school would be associated
with an increase in school outcomes.

Coupling-Riroension ofW ork Scrutiny.
The widespread movement toward educational reform and improvement has been
the predominant theme guiding American education in the 1980’s. A central focus of the
reform movement has been the instructional leadership role of building principals with
particular concern for more direct supervision of teaching. Recent syntheses of research
and studies of effective schools (Block, 1983; Cawelti, 1980; Lipham, 1981; Shoemaker
and Fraser, 1981; Sweeney, 1982) suggest that principals, through their instructional
leadership roles, can and do make a difference in school productivity. A key assumption
associated with carrying out the instructional leadership role in effective schools is that the
amount of time spent in systematic observation and supervision of teaching is positively
related to increased school productivity and achievement (Ellett, 1987).
Principals in effective schools apparently devote more time to the coordination and
control of instruction; doing more observations of teachers work, discuss more work
problems with teachers and are more supportive of teachers’ efforts to improve, and are
more active in setting up teacher and program evaluation procedures than principals in less
effective schools (Bossert, et al., 1982).
The absence of clear guidelines about what teachers are to emphasize and the
absence of clear criteria by which teachers are to be monitored and evaluated are two
possible sources of ambiguity for teachers in ineffective schools (Rosenholtz, 1987). Active
monitoring in the effective school may serve several purposes: 1) it signals staff about the
priorities of the school and the importance of their individual contributions to achieving
them, 2) it serves as a clear basis for decision making within the school, 3) it establishes
standards by which to judge goal attainment, and 4) it defines acceptable performance for
all who work within the schooL
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Additionally, recent research studies (Natriello and Dombusch, 1980; Natriello,
1984) indicate that teachers who report frequent evaluations by their principals believe them
better able to judge the quality of their work and to help them acquire new skills, resulting
in greater effectiveness in the classroom (Rosenholtz, 1987).
Coupling Dimension of Standardization
As previously noted, findings by Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart (1979) indicated that
standardization/formalization was related to more effective schools. In their study, teachers
perceived a situation in which there were specified general rules to be associated with more
effective schools.

The study used the Structural Properties Questionnaire (SPQ) (Bishop

and George, 1973) to measure school structures. In this measure, specification of general
rules for teachers was considered to be a subscale of standardization, with standardization
operationalized as one of five factors under formalization.
Rosenholtz (1987) argues that effective principals provide order within a school
through formalization.

Formalization exists when rules and procedures are specified to

handle most behavioral contingencies. However, Rosenholtz cautions that various research
studies indicated that insistence on ritualistic adherence to school rules may lead to teachers
feeling strongly dissatisfied with their work, to higher anxiety and tension, to goal
displacement, and to greater feelings of powerlessness.
Joyce (et aL, 1983), in a discussion of attributes associated with effective schools,
identifies a setting in which administrators, teachers, and students understand and agree on
basic rules of conduct Rules are uniformly enforced and all teachers will work together to
ensure observance of rules.
Arguments by the above authors appear to support the tendency

in effective

schools toward "tight" coupling on the dimension of standardization. However, P coupling
theory would lead one to predict that some effective schools might be "tightly" coupled on
standardization, while other effective schools might be "loosely" coupled on standardization
but "tightly" coupled on another coupling dimension.
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Coupling Dimension of Autonomy
Teaching is often characterized as an occupation that allows for considerable
autonomy, especially with respect to the conduct of instruction. Teacher’s work alone in
their classrooms, are relatively unobserved by colleagues and administrators, and possess
broad discretionary authority over their students (Hoy and Miskel, 1983). Thus, teacher
autonomy within the classroom is typically considered to be high, resulting in a perception
of "loose coupling" in this structural dimension.
The accepted wisdom among educators continues to be that loose coupling is
dysfunctional for schools seeking to improve student performance, leading to the belief that
schools would be more instructionally effective if they were more tightly coupled
(Firestone, 198S). Generally, the studies indicate that the principals in successful schools
are perceived to be strong programmatic leaders who know the learning problems in their
classrooms and allocate resources effectively.
However, Bossert (et al., 1982) describes successful schools as places where
teachers have substantial instructional autonomy and exercise their discretion in the
instructional program.

This leads to

the question of "how can a principal be a strong

programmatic leader and grant a maximum of autonomy?"
Scott (1981) argues that schools face a critical dilemma between allowing too much
freedom or too little freedom for their faculty members.

If schools allow too much

freedom, they are apt to confront erratic, and sometimes irrelevant, organizational behavior.
If freedom is restricted, schools are likely to produce oppressed, alienated or bureaucratic
teachers who are unproductive.

Thus, the relationship between teacher autonomy and

organizational effectiveness may be curvilinear.
Thus, the review of the effective schools literature presents a somewhat unclear, and
often contradictory, picture of the relationship between principals’ behaviors, effective
schools and teacher autonomy.
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Coupling Dimension of Centralized Decision-Making
The literature on effective schools has indicated that effective principals are more
powerful than their colleagues in ineffective schools. In die areas of curriculum and
instruction, effective principals are found to be more active and powerful in decisions
(California State Department of Education, 1974). Generally, teachers in successful schools
acknowledged less faculty control over the curriculum and school-level decisions; yet the
greater control exercised by administrators did not preclude the meaningful involvement of
teachers in decision making nor preclude their having some freedom in classroom
instruction (Educational Research Service, Inc., 1983).
Joint participation of administration and staff in technical decision making (Le.
selecting instructional materials, determining instructional methods, establishing general
instructional policies) has been frequently noted in effective schools (Rosenholtz, 1987).
Teacher participation in technical decision making may imply a commitment to the school
instructional programs, ultimately leading to increased student learning as a result of greater
teacher effectiveness.
A study of school structures and school effectiveness in elementary and secondary
schools (Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart, 1979) suggest that more effective schools, as
perceived by teachers, are characterized by more participative organizational processes, less
centralized decision-making structures, more formalized general rules and more professional
activity.

The findings indicated that when teachers perceive high centralization, they

associate it with exploitive-authoritative processes and less effective schools.

School

effectiveness in this study was operationalized by the Index of Perceived OrganiTarinnal
I

Effectiveness (Miskel, el al., 1979), an adaptation of Mott’s (1972) Index of Organisational
Effectiveness .
Centralization of influence or the degree to which persons administratively superior
to teachers exercise influence over key organizational decisions, was examined by Firestone
and Herriott (1982).

The results of the study indicated that elementary schools ranked
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highest in centralization, followed by the junior high schools, and senior high schools
scored the lowest. This study did not explore school effectiveness.
As with the issue of autonomy, there is the question of balancing the distribution of
decision-making authority in the school between the principal/administrator and the faculty.
A synthesis of the research on effective schools indicates that the principal must be a
"strong" instructional leader and a "powerful"

decision-maker, while at the same time,

allowing teacher participation in the decision-making process. There also appears to be a
fine distinction between "allowing involvement" of teachers in the decision-making process
and "full participation" of teachers in the decision-making process.
Coupling Dimension of Manipulative Control
Considering the emphasis in the effective schools literature on the role of the
principal as a "strong leader" with a "vision" for the school and a "powerful decision
maker", it might be expected that the principal would also manipulate resources (e.g. time,
supplies, information, students, evaluation) as a means of controlling teachers in order to
coordinate the movement of the school towards accomplishment of set goals.

A recent

study by Blase (1988) identified "favoritism" as a frequent political phenomenon in schools.
According to teachers’ data, favoritism refers to perceptions of unfair or inequitable use of
authority and power for the general purposes of protection and control (Blase, 1988).
Generally, teachers in the study indicated that the impact of principal favoritism had direct
negative effects on teacher motivation, morale/satisfaction, sense of control, and teacher
work effort for classroom preparation and instruction. The literature linking Manipulative
Control, favoritism and equity is limited. Manipulative Control within the context of clear
organizational goals and vision, and a strong leader may move the organization toward the
accomplishment of organizational goals. Manipulative Control in this regard may not be
perceived as favoritism.

However, Manipulative Control and favoritism may be viewed

similarly when both used to accomplish individual goals at the expense of organizational
goals.
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Based on the equity theory of motivation (Adams, 1963), perceived inequities on
the part of teachers in a school could potentially lead to a decrease in some areas of school
outcomes.

Generally speaking, the essence of equity theory is that employees compare

their efforts and rewards with those of others in similar work situations. Equity theory
assumes that individuals are motivated by a desire to be equitably treated at work.
Employees might use any of a number of alternative ways to restore a feeling or sense of
equity, such as:

1) putting less time or effort into the job, 2) working to produce more

outputs, 3) attempting to change the effort or output of the reference person or 4) quitting
the job or transferring to get away from the inequitable situation.
Coupling. School Level. SES and Size
Previous research (Herriott and Firestone, 1984; Firestone, 1985) has revealed
differences in the pattern of coupling between secondary and elementary schools. Typically
the research indicated that elementary schools conformed more to the image of the rational
bureaucracy while secondary schools fit the image of a loosely coupled system.

High

schools clustered rather low on goal consensus and centralization of influence, with
elementary schools clustering relatively high on both variables. It is suggested that the
distinction between elementary and secondary schools could be due to the age of the
clientele, the broader range of curricular elements in secondary schools, formal
departmentalization in secondary schools, size of the schools and/or sex composition of
staffs.
Lortie, Crow and Prolman (1983) suggest that the behavior of principals may differ
according to school SES.

Principals in low SES may have to devote more time to

discipline issues, while principals in high SES schools may devote more time mediating
relationships between demanding parents and teachers (Manasse, 1985).
Research on the relationship between size and structure underscores the findings
that as size increases, structure becomes more standardized and formalized.

As the

organization becomes to complex to control by informal means, it becomes necessary to
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rely on greater use of rules and procedures (standardization) and paperwork (formalization)
(Bedeian, 1984).
Organizational Effectiveness
Theoretical Models
Organizational effectiveness remains a complej and difficult problem for both
theorists, researchers and practitioners. It has been argued that effectiveness is one of the
most pervasive yet least delineated constructs in the study of organizations (Goodman and
Pennings, 1977).

There appears to be no general agreement on the definition of the

concept let alone its measurement.
A variety of approaches to the definition of organizational effectiveness can be
taken. Generally, these different approaches result from different conceptualizations of the
meaning of an organization. As the conceptualization of what an organization is changes,
so do the definitions and approaches to organizational effectiveness (Cameron, 1981).
Two approaches to defining organizational effectiveness have received particular
attention: the goal model, the system resource model. The most widely used is the goal
model (including both operative and official goals), which defines effectiveness as the
extent to which the organization accomplishes its goals (Etzioni, 1964).
underlying the goal model require

Assumptions

that rational decision makers in the organization are

guided by a specific set of goals and that goals are
understood by organizational participants.

defined clearly enough to be

One problem with this approach is that an

organization may be judged to be effective in areas outside its goal domain (Campbell,
1977).

Additionally, the organization may be ineffective even when accomplishing its

goals if the goals are too low, misplaced, or harmful (Cameron 1981).
The system resource model focuses on the ability of the organization to obtain
needed resources, with inputs replacing outputs as the primary consideration (Yuchtmand
and Seashore, 1967). The system resources model assumes that the organization exploits
the environment to attain an advantageous bargaining position for the acquisition of
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resources.

One major criticism of die systems model is that too much attention is placed

on inputs as opposed to outputs.
Both of the above models seem to share a common assumption, "that it is possible,
and desirable, to arrive at the single set of evaluative criteria, and thus a single statement of
organizational effectiveness" (Connolly, Conlon and Deutsch, 1980). While the goal model
stresses the successful attainment of specific objectives, the systems resource model is more
concerned with internal consistency, the ability to adapt, and the optimization of resources
(Hoy and Ferguson, 1985).

Steers (1977) has argued that the two perspectives are

complementary and that it is possible and desirable to combine both views.
Criteria for Determining Organizational Effectiveness
Organizational effectiveness criteria are likely to differ depending on their source, or
whose viewpoint is taken.

Effectiveness criteria always represent someone’s values and

preferences, but there are conflicting opinions about who should determine effectiveness
criteria and who should provide data for their measurement. For example, the appropriate
organizational constituency, the level of analysis specified by the criteria, and the use of
organizational records versus perceptual reports are all choices facing the researcher
(Cameron, 1978).
Additionally, it is generally agreed that effectiveness is a multidimensional rather
than a unidimensional construct (Hoy and Miskel, 1983).

Multiple criteria are often used

to assess representative indicators of organizational effectiveness (Steers, 1977).
A useful model to help in determining the criteria of effectiveness has been
supplied by Parsons (1960). It is postulated that a social system’s survival depends on the
exercise of four critical functions: 1) adaptation, 2) goal attainment, 3) integration and 4)
latency. Adaptation deals wife the problem of accommodating to fee environment Goal
attainment craters around fee problem of setting and achieving goals.
solidarity among elements of fee system if the focus of integration.

Maintaining

Latency involves

creating and maintaining the system’s motivational and value patterns.
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Mott’s (1972) multi-dimensional measure of organizational effectiveness is
conceptually similar to die Parsonian (1960) framework and is consistent with the integrated
goal-systems modeL Both of these frameworks recognize the broad range of organizational
outcomes, are concerned with both environmental and internal problems, and address both
production and adaptation as highly complex processes (Hoy and Ferguson, 1985). Mott’s
(1972) model of organizational effectiveness is contingent upon comprehensive subjective
evaluations of five criteria that serve to "mobilize an organization’s centers of power for
action, production and adaptation" (p. 17).

The five criteria used to determine overall

organizational effectiveness are: 1) the quantity of product and services, 2) the quality of
product and services, 3) efficiency, 4) adaptability and 5) flexibility. Mott (1972) used this
model to formulate a questionnaire. The Index of Organizational Effectiveness, in which the
subjective evaluations of employees were used to measure the overall effectiveness of the
school as an organization.
Criteria for Determining School Effectiveness
A recent and popular topic within the educational community and the population at
large is school effectiveness. It appears that the research on effective schools is limited by
die same weaknesses as the research on effective organizations-the absence of both a
sound theoretical framework and a careful definition and measurement of the concept (Hoy
and Ferguson, 1985).
Difficulties in selecting the criteria to measure effectiveness have been problematic.
In educational organizations, the values, preferences and interest of many individuals and
groups define effectiveness from different perspectives (Cameron, 1978).

Administrators

and school boards emphasize structure and bureaucratic measures of effectiveness, that is
controls on budget, personnel practices, and the use of facilities (Scott, 1977). Schools are
evaluated by taxpayers and politicians in terms of academic achievement or the value of
graduates (Hoy and Miskel, 1982). Most of the studies on the effectiveness of schools
have primarily been concerned with an input-output approach in which a set of inputs or
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independent variables, such as socioeconomic background of students and school climate
are used to predict a dependent variable or an outcome (Le. cognitive achievement of
students as measured by test scores) (Rutter, 1971; Brookover, 1978).
Stedman (1987) concluded that die five-or-six-factor formula (i.e. Edmonds, 1979)
"cannot be substantiated," and this lack of research support for the formula raises serious
questions about die programs that have been based on i t

Following a synthesis of case

studies of the best examples of effective schools, Stedman arrived at a very different
interpretation of die effective schools literature; one in which personal attention to students,
racial and ethnic pluralism and the quality of inservice training for teachers were strong
predictors of a schools’ effectiveness. The resulting profile provides an alternative to highly
regimented, teach-to-the-test environments.
Student achievement on standardized tests has been the primary school outcomes
measure used in national assessment of student learning. However, the extreme amount of
emphasis placed on student achievement as the sole indicator of school effectiveness has
caused skepticism among some writers (Le. Walberg, 1978; Tunney, 1984). Tunney (1984)
suggests that other production goals (e.g. students’ perceptions of their social environment
far learning and building strong, self-reliant, self-educated young people) should be equally
coveted.
An additional concern expressed by Glickman (1987) is that effective schools are
often assumed to be "good" schools. Glickman argues that
"the "effectiveness" movement is unnecessarily restricting the curriculum,
narrowing die teaching approach to direct instruction, and controlling
teachers by judging them ’on task’ only when they teach to specific
objectives" (p. 624).
Glickman contends that die insistence that learning must always be tightly controlled,
narrowly prescribed, and clearly specified demands reexamination.9 Current fascination
5

Comparisons of effective and ineffective schools have begun to identify specific
school-level factors that promote higher student achievements, particularly in the
basic skills (Bossert, 1988).
However, the focus on a narrow, test-driven
curriculum may serve to inhibit or detract from the higher-order thinking capacities
that are also important There is widespread agreement in the literature (e.g.
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with die findings from die effective schools research may have blinded schools and school
systems to die more basic question of goodness.

Are higher scores in reading and

mathematics or higher SAT scores "good" if students gain them at the expense of class
time devoted to studying science, social studies, art, music, creative writing or critical
thinking? In order to address such questions in education, schools and school systems must
first address, "what is good," before addressing "what is effective" (Glickman, 1987).
Another area of concern is that much of the data base behind the effective schools
movement was derived from research on elementary schools (Farrar, Neufeld and Miles,
1983).

This may present limitations to applying the effective schools research base to

secondary schools. First, secondary schools may place importance on a variety of goals,
such as, good discipline, lack of vandalism and high rates of attendance, as well as high
achievement (Rutter, 1979).

Secondly, the similarity of roles and objectives among

elementary school faculty members may encourage goal consensus on instructional goals.
This process may be more complicated in high schools, where teachers’ classroom curricula
are less interconnected and teaching styles vary widely (Firestone and Herriott, 1982).
Third, effective schools programs are being implemented in schools that are not comparable
to those in which the research was conducted. The effective schools research base was
derived from studies of urban schools serving predominantly minority populations.
However, effective schools programs are being adopted in rural districts, suburban districts,
medium-sized cities and large cities (Farrar, Neufeld, and Miles, 1983).
Cuban (1984) argues that administrators need a variety of policy tools to improve
school productivity.

Tightly coupled organizational procedures sharply focused on
I

academic goals, as measured by test results, are just one of the tools available.

Rosenshine, 1971; Dunkin and Biddle, 1974; Tobin, 1987) on the importance of
teachers actively developing cognitive thinking in students by involving them
directly in the thoughtful, well-phrased development and expansion of lesson
content
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Student absenteeism had also been identified as another indicator of school
effectiveness. Research in this area has indicated that patterns of absenteeism, in addition
to gross quantity of absences, are related to student achievement through their effects on
die loss of classroom instructional time (Monk and Ibrahim, 1984).

The researchers

suggest that student absenteeism not only caused lowered student achievement and school
outcomes but could also be considered a consequence of the activities taking place in the
school.

In this manner, absenteeism becomes an indicator of a schools’ total ability to

attract and maintain its key constituents. A recent study by Morris and Ellett (1987) in
middle schools shows how this school characteristic, termed "holding power" of a school, is
understood in terms of environmental robustness (Licata and Willower, 1978) and student
achievement
Miskel, McDonald and Bloom (1983) investigated relationships between structural
and expectancy linkages and indicators of school effectiveness. The Index of Perceived
Organizational Effectiveness (Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart, 1979) was employed to measure
perceived organizational effectiveness. The School Work System Interdependence (SWSI)
along with three measures of linkages through communication (Bridges and Hallinan, 1978)
was used to measure structural couplings or linkages.

The investigators concluded that

there was a relationship between linkages and perceived effectiveness:

tightly linked

schools tended to be viewed by teachers as more effective. However, it was advised that
caution be taken in interpretation of their results. Even in the tightly linked schools the
linkages were weak.
Schulz (1986) investigated the relationship between teachers’ job satisfaction and
their perceptions of the organizational effectiveness of the school The Index of Perceived
Organisational Effectiveness (Miskel, Feverly and Stewart, 1979)

was used to measure

teachers’ perceptions of the organizational effectiveness of the schooL The results of the
study indicated a significant relationship between teachers’ high job satisfaction and their
perceptions of the organizational effectiveness of the school.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

51
The organizational effectiveness of schools has also been explored by Hoy and
Ferguson (1985). Using a sample of secondary schools, the investigators sought to "test'' a
model of organizational effectiveness. Multiple constituencies of effectiveness were used to
assess the variation of scores on the measures, to look at correlations between the measures,
and to compare the results of the use of the model with two more general ratings of
effectiveness. The PO E (Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart, 1979) was used to measure overall
school effectiveness.

Data on student achievement in mathematics and reading was

gathered and summarized from the records in each schooL In addition, expert ratings of
effectiveness were obtained for each school, based on overall performance in terms of
productivity, adaptability, flexibility, and efficiency. Each criterion of effectiveness was
related to an independent standard of effectiveness (outside panel of experts) as well as a
subjective index of effectiveness. In addition, the findings indicated a strong relationship
(r=.75) between the experts' independent judgments and M ott's (1972) subjective measure of
effectiveness . In their discussion, the authors call for research studies that are designed to
examine such determinants of effectiveness as structure, technology, environment, culture,
decision making and leadership.
Summary
Chapter 2 presented a review of literature pertinent to the study of coupling
structure and school effectiveness. The review of literature related to the coupling construct
suggests that there are a variety of perspectives of the coupling construct, such as tight,
loose and a paradoxical balancing of tight and loose (Orton and Weick, 1988). While there
appears to be a variety of instruments available to measure the coupling construct, die
literature indicates a need for a multi-dimensional measure of the complex coupling
construct that focuses on dimensions of coupling not previously explored by existing
measurement instruments.
The body of literature on effective schools is not viewed by all in the same manner.
There are various definitions of effectiveness and multiple criteria by which to judge the
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effectiveness of an organization. For example, student achievement as measured by scores
on standardized tests is one criteria by which to judge a school’s effectiveness. However,
the literature on organizational effectiveness in general, and school effectiveness in
particular, draws attention to the importance of additional criteria, such as perceptions of a
school’s general effectiveness.
While there has been much attention directed toward the study of school
effectiveness and understanding schools from the coupling perspective, little attention has
been directed toward exploration of relationships between a school’s coupling structure and
effective schools.

Thus, the literature highlights the need for an integrative model by

which to study schools as complex organizations that includes multiple indices of school
effectiveness and the coupling structures that characterize them.
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Chapter 3
Methodology and Procedures
Chapter 3 contains a discussion of the research design, instrumentation, data
collection and data analysis procedures.
Research Design
The design of this study is an ex post facto design in which the variables were
assigned and not manipulated (Campbell and Stanley, 1963).
Independent Variables
Independent variables in the research design were six dimensions of the coupling
structure of schools:

1) Goal Consensus/Vision, 2) Manipulative Control, 3) Work

Scrutiny, 4) Standardization, 5) Autonomy and 6) Centralization.
Dependent Variables
Dependent variables in the research design were school mean achievement, school
average daily attendance and perceived school effectiveness.
Sample
The sample for this study consisted of all teachers within 96 schools (74 elementary
and 22 secondary) in an urban school district in the Southeast region of the United States.
An urban school district was chosen due to the need for a relatively large sample of
teachers and schools. Of the teachers sampled, 1843 teachers in 73 schools (55 elementary
and 18 secondary) chose to participate in the study.
Instrumentation
Two primary instruments were used for data collection in this study:

1)

the

Organizational Coupling Structure Inventorv-Teacher Form (OCSI-T) (Logan and Ellett,
1989) and 2) the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) (Miskel, Fevurly
and Stewart, 1979). A discussion of the historical development, structure and psychometric
properties of each of theses instruments follows.

53
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Organizational Coupling Structure Inventorv-Teacher Form
The OCSI-T was developed for use in this study from an analysis of multiple
dimensions/mechanisms from available literature known to be related to coupling structure.
The development, reliability and construct validation of the OCSI-T, including a summary
of the research literature and a review of previous coupling instruments, is provided by
Logan and Ellett (1989).
Validity. The construct and content validity of the OCSI-T was established in prior
research. The best review of this work can be found in Logan and Ellett (1989). Three
essential processes were used in establishing the initial content and construct validity of the
OCSI-T.

First, the conceptual basis of the coupling construct was identified from a

comprehensive review of the extant theoretical and research literature in organizational
coupling.

Nine key concepts/dimensions pertinent to the construct of coupling were

identified: 1) centralization of decision-making processes, 2) goal consensus, 3) autonomy,
4) formalization, 5) evaluation/feedback, 6) resources, 7) communication, 8) culture and 9)
open/closed environment.
Secondly, an extensive review of instruments and instrument items previously used
to operationalize many of the nine dimensions was completed. Based upon this review and
operational definitions associated with each of the nine coupling elements, an item pool
was developed. The classification of these items on various coupling dimensions and the
content of items was reviewed by selected educational administration faculty and
professional educators familiar with schools as organizations and the coupling construct.
Third, a pilot study and subsequent factor analyses of the 171-item OCSI-T was
conducted with a sample of approximately 700 teachers (Logan and Ellett, 1989). This
analysis reduced the OCSI-T to 88 items comprising six (6) coupling dimensions: 1) Goal
Consensus/Vision, 2) Manipulative Control, 3) Work Scrutiny, 4) Standardization, 5)
Autonomy and 6) Centralized Decision-making.
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Reliability.

The initial sample used to establish reliability as well as construct

validity of the OCSI-T consisted of 10 elementary and 10 secondary schools, and 697
teachers. The internal consistency reliability coefficients for the six subscales ranged from
.58 to .90 (Logan and Ellett, 1989).
Structure/Scoring.

Responses to each item of the OCSI-T are obtained using a

four-point Likert rating scale ranging from "l-strongly disagree" to "4-strongly agree". The
form of the OCSI-T used to collect data in this study consisted of 6 dimensions/scales and
98 items. The number of items per scale ranged from 7 to 26. Thus, scores on the OCSIT subscales range from 28 to 104. High scores on an OCSI-T dimension/scale indicate a
greater degree of tight coupling, whereas low scores on an OCSI-T dimension/scale indicate
a greater degree of loose coupling.
Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness OPOE')
The IPOE (Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart, 1979) is a derivative of Mott’s (1972)
Index of Organizational Effectiveness that was modified by Miskel and his associates for
use in schools.

Overall effectiveness of the school is rated along four dimensions:

quantity and quality of product, efficiency, adaptability and flexibility.

The IPOE is

designed to yield an overall measure of perceived organizational effectiveness, not
dimension scores. Therefore, only a total score for the instrument is reported.
Validity-

Validity of the Index of Organizational Effectiveness (IOE) was

established by Mott (1972) in ten hospital studies and in a study of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration. The original eight items were modified by Miskel,
Fevurly and Stewart (1979) replacing those words pertaining to an industrial situation with
words indicating an educational setting.

For example, "school" was substituted for

"division".
Reliability. The internal consistency coefficient of reliability for the school version
of the IPOE was reported at .89 by Fevurly, Miskel and Stewart (1979) and .87 by Hoy
and Ferguson (1985).
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Structure/Scoring.

The IPOE consists of four dimensions, with two items per

dimension. For each item, respondents select one of five alternatives (scaled from 1-5) to
assess how well their school achieves the specified objective. Scores for each item range
from l-'low effectiveness" to 5-"high effectiveness." Total instrument scores range from 5
to 40, with higher scores indicating greater perceived organizational effectiveness.
Data Collection
Individual survey packets containing a demographic information form, the
Oiyanizatinnal Coupling Structure Inventorv-Teacher Form (OCSI-T) (Logan and Ellett,

1989) and the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) (Miskel, Fevurly
and Stewart, 1979) were packaged and distributed to all teachers in each of the 96 schools
during die late spring of 1989.

Copies of the OCSI-T and the IPOE are provided in

Appendix A.
Teachers were requested to complete a survey instrument within five (5) working
days from die time it was received. At each participating school, the principal was asked
to designate an individual such as grade level chairperson, the school librarian or counselor
or another professional to help distribute and collect the completed surveys. Additionally,
due to die confidentiality of teachers’ responses, the principal was asked to designate a
person to assist in collecting the surveys that was viewed by teachers as an individual that
would protea this agreement Completed surveys from each school were packaged and
returned to die district office where they were boxed and mailed to Louisiana State
University for processing.
Standardized Student Achievement and School Average Daily Attendance Data
Student achievement

Student achievement was measured by normal curve

equivalent (NCE) (Tallmadge, 1976) scores from subtests and the battery total scores for:
1) die Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (TTBS) for elementary students and 2) the Tesi5_Pf
Achievement and Proficiency (TAP), a derivative of the ITBS, for secondary students.
The ITBS and die TAP were administered to students as part of district testing in the
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spring of 1989. NCE composite scores were used in the analyses. School mean scores
were computed by averaging NCE composite scores over multiple grade levels.
Attendance. The percentage of average daily attendance (ADA) for each school
was computed over all reporting periods and for the month of May for the 1988-89 school
year. These data were made available for each school by the district central office.
Data Analyses
Descriptive Statistics
Summary statistics were completed for the dependent and independent variables and
for pertinent demographic variables in the research study. Means, standard deviations and
mean scores expressed as percentage of the maximum possible score were computed for
each independent variable and the IPOE (dependent variable) for the total sample of
schools and by school level (elementary and secondary). Means and standard deviations
were computed for standardized student achievement scores and ADA for the total sample
of schools and by school level.

Elementary schools were typically defined by grades K-7.

Secondary schools were typically defined by grades 8-12.
Instrument Structure
Data collected with the OCSI-T were subjected to a series of factor analyses to
examine whether the factor structure suggested in the Logan and Ellett (1989) pilot work
was maintained with a larger sample of teachers. Using teachers as the units of analysis,
orthogonal solutions were obtained using varimax rotation procedures to maximize
independence of dimensions of the OCSI-T.

Subsequently, separate intercorrelation

matrices among factors were generated using items retained on factors by inspection and by
using factor scores for each respondent

These analyses served to further verify the

independence of factors and to examine possible intercorrelations among the factors.
Based on the results of the factor analyses of the OCSI-T, items were retained on
subscales identified according to a set of decision rules for factor loadings (e.g., magnitude,
independence of loadings, etc.). Sul .oales and items retained with the established decision
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rules were used in subsequent data analyses that targeted answers to the basic and
supplemental research questions.
Research Questions
A variety of bivariate and multivariate correlational analyses were conducted to
examine the basic and supplemental research questions proposed in the study.
Basic Bs sgarch Questions
Question 1: Are there bivariate relationships between various coupling dimensions
and the school effectiveness measures of student achievement, student attendance and
perceived school effectiveness?
This research question was explored by generating a Pearson product-moment
correlation matrix of the various coupling dimensions and the school effectiveness measures
of student achievement, student attendance and perceived school effectiveness.

School

means were used as the units of analysis.
Question 2: What percentage of the variation in each school effectiveness measure
of student achievement, student attendance and perceived school effectiveness is
explained/accounted for by the various coupling dimensions both separately and in
combination?
A series of stepwise multiple regression analyses were completed for each school
effectiveness measure (dependent variables) by regressing each school effectiveness measure
on each dimension of the OCSI-T. Three regression analyses were computed; one for each
dependent variable. School means were used as the units of analysis.
Question 3:

Is there a multivariate relationship between the set of coupling

dimensions and the set of school effectiveness measures?
Canonical correlation and subsequent variance redundancy analyses were completed
using the three school effectiveness measures as a dependent variable set and the OCSI-T
subscales as an independent variable set School means were used as the units of analysis.
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Question 4:

Does within-school variance on various coupling dimensions

explain/account for significant amounts of variation among school effectiveness indices?
A series of stepwise regression analyses were computed for each dependent variable
(student achievement, student attendance and perceived school effectiveness) and the OCSIT subscale standard deviation scores. School means were used as the level of analysis.
In order to explore the contribution of both the mean score and the variance
associated with each coupling dimension in explaining variation in each dependent variable,
additional stepwise regression analyses were performed using an expanded independent
variable set consisting of the mean scores a id the standard deviation scores for each OCSIT subscale. School means were used as the units of analysis.
Question 5: Is there a relationship between the various coupling dimensions and
school effectiveness indices that is independent of school size and socioeconomic status?
This question was explored using a series of stepwise regression analyses. The
independent variable set was expanded to include school size (number of students) and
SES, as well as mean scores for the five coupling subscales/dimensions. Three regression
analyses were performed; one for each dependent variable. School means were used as the
units of analysis.
Supplemental Research Questions
Supplemental research questions were designed to examine coupling dimension
scores and school SES and size and school level (elementary and secondary).

Pearson

product-moment correlations were used to examine these relationships using school means
as the units of analysis.
>

Plots of OCSI-T dimension scores were made to examine coupling structures in
contrasting samples of effective and ineffective schools.

These plots were useful in

examining the paradoxical view of coupling (Orton and Weick, 1988) within the context of
effective schools.
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Additional Analyses
Additional analyses appropriate to the data were completed as suggested by the
initial data analysis results. These analyses included a second and separate factor analysis
of the Goal Consensus/Vision subscale of the OCSI-T, examining partial correlation
coefficients between various independent and dependent variables controlling for size and
SES and a series of t tests to examine differences between effective and ineffective schools.
Probes of common method variance issues were made by computing within school
correlation matrices for various independent and dependent variables for all 73 schools
using teachers as the units of analysis.
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Chapter 4
Summary of the Results
This chapter describes the results of the study. The results will be presented in the
following sections: 1) descriptive statistics for the sample; 2) factor analyses for the
OCSI-T ; 3) descriptive statistics for the independent and dependent variables; 4) internal
consistency reliability analyses; 5) intercorrelations of the OCSI-T subscales; 6) analyses
pertinent to the research questions; 7) analyses of supplemental research questions; and 8)
additional analyses. Independent variables are the five OCSI-T dimensions/subscales: 1)
Goal Consensus/Vision, 2) Work Scrutiny, 3) Manipulative Control, 4) Autonomy and S)
Centralization.

The dependent variables are three school effectiveness measures of:

1)

school achievement, 2) student attendance and 3) perceived organizational effectiveness of
die school.
Summaries of Descriptive Statistics for Sample
Schools and Participants
Schools
Ninety-six elementary and secondary schools in a southeastern county school district
were invited to participate in the study.
schools.

Usable data were received from seventy-three

Table 1 provides a profile of the participating schools for the total sample of

schools and by school level.
In all, 1,843 usable instrument sets were returned. Die teacher response rate for the
overall sample was 61 percent. The teacher response rate for elementary schools was 71
percent and 47 percent for secondary schools.
Characteristics of Nonrespondents
Of the 96 schools surveyed, 19 schools did not participate in the study.

The

distribution of elementary and secondary schools in the nonresponding sample was roughly
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Table 1
Profile of Sample for All Schools and By School Level
Schools
Characteristic

Schools Responding

All*

El

Sec

73

55

18

Teachers Surveyed

3034

1700

1349

Useable Surveys

1843

1207

636

65

35

% of Useable
Surveys (n=1843)
Return Rate

61%

71%

47%

M Teacher Size

40

30

68

M Student Size

768

608

1248

* All = All Schools
El = Elemcntaiy
Sec = Secondary
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equivalent to those schools that did respond.

Eighty-nine percent of the nonresponding

schools were elementary schools and 11 percent were secondary schools. Of those schools
participating in the study, 75 percent were elementary schools and 25 percent were
secondary schools. School means were computed for the characteristics of school size, SES
and school achievement for the nonresponding sample.

The mean school size (using

students as the index) for nonresponding schools was 554, compared to 768 for responding
schools. The mean SES for the nonresponding schools was 27.39, compared to 29.89% for
the responding schools. The mean NCE score for school achievement was 58.3 for the
nonresponding schools, compared to 56.35 for the responding schools.

These results

suggest reasonable comparability between responding and nonresponding schools.
Participants
Tables 2 and 3 present profiles of the teacher sample by personal and professional
characteristics. The typical teacher responding was a white female between the ages of 26
and 45 years. Sixty-one percent of the teachers had been employed in their present school
for five-or-fewer years, with 47 percent having between four and nine total years teaching
experience. A master degree was held by 60 percent of the sample. Sixty-five percent of
the teachers responding primarily taught in kindergarten through seventh grade levels, with
41 percent of the sample identifying basic skills/elementary as their primary content area.
Seventy three schools participated in the study. At least 50% of the teachers in 59
participating schools (80.8%) responded to the data collection instruments. Nine of the 73
schools had teacher response rates between 30 and 49 percent Five schools had teacher
response rates between 17 and 29 percent. Five schools had teacher response rates between
17 and 29 percent. No schools in the sample had a response rate of fewer than 10 teachers
per school.
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Table 2
Profile of Sample by Personal Characteristics of Teachers
Characteristic

Frequency

Percent*

252

14

1525

86

Sex
Male
Female
Ethnic Classification
Asian

5

0.3

Black

94

22.6

Hispanic

26

1.5

White

1295

74.4

Other

20

1.2

21-25

168

9.6

26-35

484

27.6

36-45

661

37.7

46-70

441

25.1

Age

Percent of total group responding.
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Table 3
Profile of Sample by Professional Characteristics of Teachers
Characteristic

Frequency

Percent*

Years Present School
0- 5

1057

61.2

6 - 12

386

22.3

13 - 25

276

16.0

26+

9

0.5

Total Years Teaching Experience
0- 3

309

18

4- 9

362

21.1

10 - 15

458

26.7

16 - 20

300

17.4

21 - 30

740

15.2

31 - 45

27

1.6

Education Level
Bachelors

537

30

1072

60

125

7

Doctorate

31

2

Other

10

1

K-7

1100

65

8 - 12

593

35

Masters
Specialist/Plus 30

Grade Level(s) Primarily Taught
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Table 3 (Continued)
Characteristic

Frequency

Percent*

Subject Area Primarily Taught
Basic Skills/Elementary

708

41

Math

170

10

Special Education

170

10

English/Language Arts

164

9

Biological/
Physical Science

125

7

Social Sciences

99

6

Vocational Education

53

3

Physical Education

47

3

Fine Arts

40

2

Foreign Language

37

2

Other

115

7

Percent of total group responding.
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Size
School size was measured by the total number of full-time teachers employed at
each school and by the total number of students enrolled at each schooL A summary of
school size for the total sample and for elementary and secondary schools is provided in
Table 1.

The mean size, using teachers as the units of analysis, was 40 for the total

sample of schools, 30 for elementary schools and 68 for secondary schools. Using students
as the units of analysis, the mean size for the total sample was 768 (608 for elementary
schools and 1,248 for secondary schools).
Average Daily Attendance
The percentage of average daily attendance (ADA) for each school was computed over all
reporting periods for the 1988-89 school year and for the month of May, 1989. Table 4
provides a summary of means and standard deviations for all reporting periods and for the
month of May for the total sample and by school level

The mean ADA for the total

sample of schools (n=73) was 94.92% for all reporting periods and 94.35% for the month
of May.

The mean ADA for elementary schools for the year was 95.51% and 93.12% for

secondary schools. For the month of May, the mean ADA for elementary and secondary
schools was 94.97% and 92.43%, respectively.
Socioeconomic Status
The socioeconomic status (SES) for each school was measured by the percentage of
students at each school receiving free or reduced cost lunches.

Table 5 provides a

summary of means and standard deviations for the total sample and by school level It
should be noted that the higher die score for SES, the greater the number of students in the
school receiving free or reduced cost lunches.

The mean SES for the total sample of

schools was 29.8%, and the range was from 86.3% to 1.1%. For elementary schools, the
mean SES was 35.87% and 11.61% for secondary schools.
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Table 4
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for ADA for the School Year and For the Month of May
for All Schools and by School Level
ADA - Year

ADA - May

M

S.D.

M

S.D.

All

94.92

1.50

94.35

1.78

Elementary

95.51

0.87

94.97

1.17

Secondary

93.12

1.62

92.43

1.97

Sample

n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n = 18 Sec

Table 5
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for SES for All Schools and by School Level
Sample

M

S.D.

All

29.89

23.06

Elementary

35.87

23.07

Secondary

11.61

9.60

n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n = 18 Sec
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Student Achievement
Student achievement data were analyzed with schools as the units of analysis.
Student achievement was measured by normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores from subtests
and the battery total scores for

1) the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (TIBS) for elementary

students and 2) the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP), a derivative of the ITBS,
for secondary students. The core battery composite NCE score based on national norms for
these tests was used as the index of student achievement in all correlational and regression
analyses.

Composite school mean scores were computed by averaging composites for

multiple grade levels within schools. The decision to use the core battery composite was
based on three factors:

1) the achievement subtests were nested within the core battery

composite, 2) there were high correlations between the core battery composite score and the
achievement subtests scores, ranging from .98 to .99); and 3) the major focus of the study
was an index of overall school student achievement, not subtest domains. A summary of
means and standard deviations for each subtest and core battery composite by school level
can be found in Appendix C. The mean core battery composite NCE score for all schools
was 56.35. The mean core battery composite NCE score was 56.45 for elementary schools
(n=55) and 56.25 for secondary schools (n=15). A summary of these results is presented in
Table 6. Core battery composite NCE scores for elementary schools ranged from 41.36 to
76.03, and from 43.20 to 67.70 for secondary schools.
A summary of statewide achievement test scores for elementary and secondary
schools supplied by the State Department of Education was reasonably comparable to the
district level scores used in this study. The mean statewide core composite NCE score (for
the same time period) for elementary schools was 55.6.

The mean statewide core

composite NCE score for secondary schools was 52.9. The mean statewide core composite
NCE score for all schools was 54.9.

Statewide "normative" NCE scores were slightly

lower than those for the sample schools in this study for elementary, middle and total
school groups.
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Table 6
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for NCE Achievement Scores for All Schools
and By School Level
Achievement
M

S.D.

All

56.35

8.87

Elementary

56.45

9.28

Secondary

56.25

7.50

Sample

n = 70 All
n = 55 El
n = 15 Sec
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Factor Analyses
Hie descriptive statistics for the OCSI-T and the IPOE will follow the presentation
of this section for the sake of organization and clarity in presentation.
Factor Analyses of the OCSI-T
In order to test hypotheses about the structure of the coupling concept, a
exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the OCSI-T data set. Inspection of the data
set revealed that die number of missing item scores for individuals was rather infrequent
(less than 10 individuals had more than 50% missing item scores). Therefore, item grand
means were used for missing items score for individual respondents to maximize the
number of useable cases far the various factor analyses completed.
In an attempt to verify the original classification of the 98 items into the six
categories/dimensions (Logan and Ellett, 1988), preliminary analyses were performed by
submitting the OCSI-T data to a variety of factor analysis solutions extracting from one to
ten factors using orthogonal (varimax) rotation procedures. Based on the simplicity of the
structure, the conceptual fit of the items comprising each factor and the variance explained
by each solution, a five-factor solution was retained. The five-factor solution was retained
because a sixth factor was not clearly identifiable.
To examine the effects of allowing for moderate intercorrelations among items, both
oblique and orthogonal factor analyses were completed using teachers as the units of
analysis (n=1843). The Pearson product-moment correlation matrix developed from item
scores revealed that the degree of item dependency varied considerably. The correlation
coefficients among one-third of die items were less than or equal to .30, indicating
relatively independent items.

Another one-third of the items possessed correlation

coefficients between .31 and .50, indicating items that were rather moderately correlated
and, for die most part independent.

An additional one-third of the items possessed

correlation coefficients between .51 and .70, indicating items that were moderately to highly
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correlated.

Several correlations were below .10 while others were above .70 coefficient

level The range in coefficients was from .002 to .87.
A comparison of the oblique and orthogonal analyses for a one-factor and a fivefactor solution identified, with few exceptions, identical item patterning and loadings. A
total of S3 of the 67 items loading on the orthogonal analyses also loaded on the oblique
analyses with identical item patterning but slightly lower coefficients.
Additionally, subsequent oblique and orthogonal factor analyses were also
completed by school level (elementary and secondary). A comparison of the oblique and
orthogonal analyses for elementary and secondary teachers also identified, with few
exceptions, identical item patterning and loadings.
Table 7 summarizes item/factor loadings for a one-factor and a five-factor solution
of the OCSI-T data and includes the amount of variance in the solution explained by each
factor extracted. The factor loadings are factor structure coefficients and since the solution
is orthogonal, can be interpreted as Pearson Product-moment correlations. The higher an
individual loading, the stronger is the relationship between a particular OCSI-T item and an
OCSI-T factor.
For the one-factor solution, 61 of the 98 items loaded on a single OCSI-T factor.
Factor loading coefficients ranged from .30 to .71, with 32 of the 98 items (32.6%) loading
at or exceeding .50. This one-factor solution accounted for 17.52 % of the total OCSI-T
variance. The factor loadings for each OCSI-T item for the five-factor solution are also
presented in Table 7.

Varimax rotation procedures were used to identify a set of

orthogonal factors in the solution.

The item loadings on the various factors reflect the

following set of decision rules applied to the results: 1) the minimum value for retaining
an item on a factor was .30; 2) an item was retained on the factor on which its loading
was greatest; 3) an item was retained only if it loaded primarily on one factor, and 4) if
an item loaded on more than one factor, the item was retained only on a factor if the
difference between the two highest loadings was .20 or greater.
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Table 7
Summary of Factor Pattern Loadings for the OCSI-T One-Factor and Five-Factor Solutions
(n=1843)
5-Factor Solution
OCSI-T Item
2

1-Factor Solution
.43

i n

HI

IV

.49

3

.39

5

.61

9

.46

11

.57

.60

12

.70

.70

13

.60

.58

.55
.57

14

.33

16

.33

17

.64

.60

18

.44

20

.37

21

.48

22
23

.46
.55

24
25

.41
.43

.47

26

.36

27

.64

28

.41

29

V

.66
.53
.45
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Table 7 (Continued)

5-Factor Solution
OCSI-T Item

1-Factor Solution

30

.55

31

.54

32

.37

i n

ID

.56

37

.59

.57

38

.57

.56

39

.47

40

.64

41

.66

.56

42

.71

.63

43

.66

.62

45

.39
.55

.49

47
48

V

.58

34

46

IV

.60
.33

.42

49

.57

50

.36

51

.66

.62

52

.71

.69

53

.48

.47

54

.48

57

.65

58

.57

.48

59

.67

.65
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Table 7 (Continued)
5-Factor Solution
OCSI-T Item

1-Factor Solution

60

.56

61

.40

I

II

HI

IV

V

.61
.57

62
63
64

.63

.66

65

.61

.62

67

.45

68

.49

69

.56

70

.54

.66

71
72

.49

.51

73

.30

.35

74

.41

.67

80

.42

.44

81

.64

83

.56

84

.37

85

.34

86

.55

75

.62
.63

.59

87
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Table 7 (Continued)
5-Factor Solution
OCSI-T Item
88

1-Factor Solution

I

n

m

iv

.54

89

.55

90

.36

91

.50

92

.31

.67
.42

93

.58
.41

95

.38

96

.38

97

.52

99

.30

101

.47

102

.42

.47

.53

w
00

94

103

.52

104

.58

105

.58

106
107
Variance Explained

V

.38
.68

.60

17.52

12.86

6.64

5.15

3.93

3.46

Total Variance Explained (5-Factor) = 32.04
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Application of these decision rules resulted in the assignment of 64 OCSI-T items
to each of the live factors as shown in Table 7. Three additional items (26, 92 and 101)
having differences of less than .20 (but greater than .15) between loadings were retained on
factor five. The decision to retain these three items was based on three concerns: 1) the
items conceptually fit with the additional items comprising the factor, 2) die three items
had loaded on the same factor in a previous pilot test of the OCSI-T; and 3) the internal
consistency reliability of the factor was increased when each of the three items was
retained. Thus, in total, 67 items were retained to operationalize each of the five factors.
The first factor (Goal Consensus/Vision) accounted for 12.86 percent of the
variance in the solution and consisted of 26 items. The second factor identified (Work
Scrutiny) consisted of 12 items. This factor accounted for 6.64 percent of the total OCSI-T
variance. Factor three (Manipulative Control), accounting for 5.15 percent of the variance,
contained 11 items. The fourth factor (Autonomy) explained 3.93 percent of the variance
in the solution and contained all 11 items previously classified under the autonomy
dimension.

Centralization, the fifth factor, contained 7 items and accounted for 3.46

percent of the variance in the solution.
The five-factor solution accounted for 32.04 percent of the total OCSI-T variance.
A total of 67 items with factor structure loadings ranging from .30 to .69 were retained for
the revised version of the OCSI-T used in subsequent analyses to examine research
questions.
Intercoirelation matrices among the five factors were generated using factor scores
for items retained on factors by inspection and using factor scores for each respondent
These analyses served as an additional check on the independence of factors.

Table 8

presents a summary of these results.
A second, separate factor analysis was completed for the 26 items comprising
Factor 1 (Goal C onsensus/V ision). Preliminary analyses were performed by submitting the
data to a variety of factor analysis solutions extracting from one to five factors using
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Table 8
Summary of Intercorrelations Between the Factor Scores and the OCSI-T Subscales

Subscale

Goal
Consensus/
Vision

Work
Scrutiny

Manipulative
Control

Central
Autonomy ization

Goal Consensus/
Vision

1.0

-.56

-.31

.12

.16

1.0

.13

.06

-.05

-.21

-.09

Autonomy

1.0

.05

Centralization

1.0

Work Scrutiny
Manipulative
Control

1.0

1.0

n = 1843
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orthogonal (varimax) rotation procedures.

Based on the simplicity of the structure, the

conceptual fit of the items comprising each factor and the variance explained by each
solution, a two-factor solution was retained.
A summary of item/factor loadings for the two-factor solution is presented in
Appendix C. Based on the application of the same set of decision rules as applied to the
first-order factor analyses, 22 of the 26 Goal C onsensus/V ision items were assigned to the
two factors. (Factor structure loadings for the two-factor solution ranged from .45 to .71.)
The first factor (Goal/Values Communication) accounted for 6.12 percent of the
variance in the solution and consisted of 12 items.
(G oals/V alues

The second factor identified

Commonality) consisted of 10 items and accounted for 5.75 percent of the

total variance. This two-factor solution accounted for 11.87 percent of the total subscale
variance.
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients for Factor One
(G oals/V alues

Communication) and Factor Two (Goals/Values Commonality) were .83 and

.45, respectively (n=73 schools). Inspection of item statistics for Factor Two revealed that
items 38, 86, and 53 did not differentiate teachers in terms of their scores and if deleted the
Alpha reliability coefficient estimate would be .60 for this factor.
A summary of the intercorrelations among the remaining four OCSI-T subscales and
Factor One and Factor Two of the Goal C onsensus/V ision dimension is presented in
Appendix C. Pearson product-moment correlations ranged from .09 to .70. Factor One
and Factor Two were positively and strongly correlated (r = .70; p<0001).

Statistically

significant correlations were found between Factor One and Work Scrutiny (r = .53),
Manipulative Control (r = -.50), and Centralization (r = -.51).

The correlation between

Factor Two and Work Scrutiny (r = .55) was the only statistically significant correlation
found between this factor and the OCSI-T subscales. These relationships were similar in
direction and magnitude for elementary and secondary schools.
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Pearson product-moment correlations among Factor One and Factor Two of the Goal
Consensus/Vision dimension and the dependent variables are presented in Appendix C.
Statistically significant (p<.05) correlations were found between Factor One and school
achievement (r = .38), ADA (r = .45) and the IPOE (r = .79).

Statistically significant

(p<.05) correlations were found between Factor Two and ADA (r = .34) and the PO E (r =
.71). Similar relationships were evident for elementary and secondary school groups.
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments
OCSI-T Descriptive Statistics
Item descriptive statistics for the 97-item OCSI-T were computed for the total
sample of schools (n=73). Item means and standard deviations are presented in Table 9.
The item means ranged from 1.70 (item 98) to 3.66 (item 3). Sixty-three items had scores
at or exceeding the midpoint of 2.5, with 34 items having scores below the midpoint
Since the items have been reverse scored, item mean scores are comparable, with a higher
mean score on an item corresponding to tighter coupling. Reverse scored items are located
in an item-location index in Appendix A. The standard deviations for the items ranged
from .40 (item 98) to .13 (item 106).

It should be noted that item numbers are not

consecutive due to the deletion of ten items from the data set. These items were included
on the OCSI-T in an effort to obtain pilot data regarding aspects of work technology within
a school.
Table 9 also identifies with asterisks the 67 items loading on the five-factor solution
of the OCSI-T.

It should be recalled that each OCSI-T item was rated using a four-point

scale ranging from 1 = "Strongly Disagree" to 4 = "Strongly Agree."
I

A summary of descriptive statistics for each subscale of the revised 67 item OCSIT, for all schools and by school level, is presented in Table 10 and Table 11, respectively.
Subscale means and standard deviations are included in each table, as well as, the
maximum possible score and mean scores expressed as a percentage of the maximum
possible score. The percentage of the maximum possible score for each subscale allows for
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Table 9
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item of the OCSI-T (n=73)
Item

M

S.D.

1

3.04

.26

2*

2.80

.21

3*

3.66

.15

5*

3.02

.35

6

2.59

.29

7

2.89

.23

9*

2.94

.27

10

2.10

.19

11*

3.15

.32

12*

3.12

.27

13*

3.11

.26

14*

2.89

.15

15

1.79

.18

16

2.46

.20

17*

3.19

.21

18*

2.41

.29

20

2.42

.22

21

2.32

.29

22*

2.47

.27

23*

2.61

.30

24

2.51

.19

25*

3.11

.17

26*

3.22

.18

27*

3.03

.23
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Table 9 (continued)
Item

M

S.D.

28*

3.08

.29

29*

2.33

.21

30

2.12

.36

31*

2.66

.26

32

2.09

.19

33

1.77

.19

34*

1.89

.18

35

2.80

.29

36

2.83

.25

37*

3.05

.27

38*

1.72

.26

39*

2.41

.51

40

2.84

.25

41*

2.76

.28

42*

2.78

.29

43*

2.23

.25

45*

2.67

.30

46*

2.62

.24

47*

3.46

.19

48*

2.65

.22

49*

2.08

.24

50

2.21

.38

51*

2.85

.27

52*

2.68

.30

53*

1.98

.39
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Table 9 (continued)
Item

M

S.D.

54*

2.51

.30

55

2.83

.24

56

2.44

.25

57*

2.60

.24

58*

2.70

.20

59*

3.00

.22

60*

2.87

.23

61*

2.86

.21

62*

2.27

.22

63*

2.60

.20

64*

2.78

.23

65*

2.92

.24

67

2.09

.20

68

2.49

.21

69*

2.86

.27

70

2.89

.22

71*

2.90

.20

72*

2.69

.22

73*

2.92

.23

74*

3.15

.20

75*

2.17

.19

78

2.08

.15

80*

2.89

.26

81*

2.71

.28

83*

2.87

.26

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

84
Table 9 (continued)
Item

M

S.D.

84*

2.03

.20

85

2.05

.29

86*

1.94

.24

87*

2.69

.21

88

2.35

.30

89*

2.17

.20

90

2.91

.19

91*

3.09

.22

92*

2.85

.22

93*

2.66

.21

94

2.62

.19

95*

2.30

.27

96

3.03

.17

97*

1.97

.25

98

1.70

.40

99

2.82

.19

100

2.66

.28

101*

2.38

.27

102

2.10

.15

103*

1.80

.18

104*

3.46

.21

105*

2.03

.22

106*

3.28

.13

107*

2.94

.24

* Items loading on the final 67-item, five-factor solution.
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Table 10
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Subscale of the Five-Factor Solution of
the OCSI-T (n=73)

Range

M

S.D.

Max. Possible
M% Maxb
Score

Goal Consensus/
Vision* (26)

62.33-79.55

71.83

3.80

104

69.06

Work
Scrutiny (12)

29.80-39.98

34.67

2.24

48

72.22

Manipulative
Control (11)

20.75-30.37

25.21

2.06

44

57.29

Autonomy (11)

23.41-30.31

26.75

1.60

44

60.79

Centralization (7)

17.90-21.27

19.95

0.70

28

71.25

Subscale

* Number items on subscale
b M% Max = Subscale M score/Max possible score
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Table 11
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Subscale of the Five-Factor Solution of the
OCSI-T By School Level

M
Subscale

El

S.D.
Sec

Max. Possible
Score

M% Max"
El
Sec

El

Sec

Goal Consensus/
V ision' (26)

72.52

69.72

3.58

3.79

104

69.73

67.03

W o*
Scrutiny (12)

34.86

34.10

2.27

2.08

48

72.62

71.04

Manipulative
Control (11)

25.17

25.35

2.08

2.06

44

57.20

57.61

Autonomy (11)

27.29

25.10

1.34

1.18

44

62.02

57.04

Centralization (7)

19.92

20.05

0.75

0.53

28

71.14

71.60

* Number of items on scale
b M% Max = Subscale M Score/Max Possible Score
n = 55 El
n = 18 Sec
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easier comparison of the subscales on their respective degrees of coupling because the
number of items comprising the subscales varies.

Thus, the percentage of maximum

possible scores can be interpreted as indices of "the degree of tight coupling" perceived by
teachers as a whole, or by school level, regarding each coupling dimension/subscale. For
the OCSI-T, higher scores indicate a greater degree of tight coupling. For the total sample
of schools (n=73) percentages of the maximum possible scores for subscales varied from
57% (Manipulative Control) to 72% (Work Scrutiny).

When considering differences

between elementary and secondary schools in the sample, percentages of the maximum
possible scores for subscales ranged from 57% (Manipulative Control) to 72% (Work
Scrutiny) for elementary schools and from 57% (Autonomy) to 71% (Work Scrutiny and
Centralization) for secondary schools.
Descriptive statistics were also computed for items and subscales of the OCSI-T and
for items and the instrument total for the IPOE using teachers as the units of analysis.
Summaries of these analyses are presented in Appendix C.
IPOE Descriptive Statistics
A high score on the 8-item IPOE signifies a high degree of organizational
effectiveness as perceived by teachers. The possible score range for this instrument was 8
to 40.

Table 12 presents a

summary of descriptive statistics for each item and total

instrument for the total sample of schools and by school level. The mean score for all
schools in the sample was 30.03, with a standard deviation of 2.28. The mean score for
elementary and secondary schools was 30.25 and 29.35, respectively.
Reliability Analyses
OCSI-T
Table 13 presents a summary of Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability
coefficients for each of the five OCSI-T subscales for all schools. An item location index
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Table 12
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the IPOE
for All Schools and by School Level
M

Item

S.D.

All

El

Sec

AH

El

Sec

1

3.81

3.81

3.82

.33

.34

.31

2

4.09

4.10

4.04

.27

.27

.27

3

3.71

3.73

3.64

.30

.31

.29

4

3.62

3.65

3.55

.38

.37

.39

5

3.53

3.57

3.40

.34

.34

.30

6

3.29

3.32

3.20

.29

.30

.23

7

3.90

3.96

3.74

.36

.36

.28

8

4.05

4.08

3.94

.31

.32

.24

30.03

30.25

29.35

2.28

2.32

2.07

TOTAL
n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n = 18 Sec
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Table 13
Summary of Standardized Alpha Reliability Coefficients for OCSI-T Subscales for
All Schools and By School Level
Alpha Coefficients
Subscale

All

El

Sec

Goal Consensus/Vision (26)*

.86

.87

.85

Work Scrutiny (12)

.86

.85

.87

Manipulative Control (11)

.75

.75

.75

Autonomy (11)

.77

.76

.78

Centralization (7)

.60

.60

.58

* Number of items on subscale.
n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n = 18 Sec
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Table 14
Bern Location Index far die Five-Factor Solution of the OCSI-T (Spring 1989)
Item Numbers

Factor
1)

Goal
Consensus/
Vision
(26?

12,
51,
37,
46,

52,
81,
38,
107

64,
60,
41,

27,
11,
5,

59,
17,
2,

42,
86,
58,

43,
31,
25,

65,
13,
53

2)

Work
Scrutiny
(12)

74,
72,

91,
83,

61,
69,

9,
23

28,

80,

73,

48,

3)

Manipuative
Control
(11)

49,
18,

89,
45,

62,
97

54,

84,

39,

95,

29,

4)

Autonomy
(11)

57,
75,

87,
22,

93,
14

63,

105,

34,

71,

103,

5)

Central
ization
(7)

47,

104,

92,

3,

26,

106,

101

* Number of items per factor.
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can be found in Table 14. The Alpha coefficients for the five subscales for all schools
ranged from .60 (Centralization) to .86 (Goal Consensus/Vision).

A summary of Cronbach

Alpha reliability coefficients for each of the five OCSI-T subscales by school level is also
presented in Table 13.

The Alpha coefficients for the subscales ranged from .60

(Centralization) to .87 (Goal Consensus/Vision) for elementary teachers and from .58
(Centralization) to .87 (Work Scrutiny) for secondary teachers.

Table 15 presents a

summary of the range in Alpha coefficients for each subscale for all schools (n=73).
2EQE

The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient for the eight-item IPOE was .88 for all
schools, .88 for elementary schools and .89 for secondary schools.
Intercorrelations of OCSI-T Subscales
Table 16 presents a summary of the intercorrelations between the five OCSI-T
subscales for the total sample of schools (n=73).

Pearson product-moment correlations

among the subscales ranged from -.02 to .60. The coupling subscale/dimension of Goal
Consensus/Vision was positively and rather strongly associated with the subscale/dimension
of Work Scrutiny (.60, p<.0001).

Hie partial correlation between these two variables

(controlling for SES and Size) reduced the magnitude of the relationship to .58 (p<0001).
However, when statistically controlling for the IPOE, the magnitude of the correlation
between Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny was reduced to .18 (p>.05).
The correlations between the subscale of Goal Consensus/Vision and the subscales
of Manipulative control (-.41, p<.0001) and Centralization (-.46, p<.0001) were negative in
direction and moderate in magnitude.

The correlations between the subscales of
I

Manipulative Control and Autonomy (-.38, p<.0001) were negative in direction and
moderate in magnitude, as was the correlation between Autonomy and Work Scrutiny (-.29,
p<.01).
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Table 15
Summary of Number of Schools Distributed Within Reliability Coefficient Ranges (Cronbach’s Alpha) and Mean for
OCSI-T Subscales

Alpha Range

Goal Consensus/
Vision
(26)*

Work
Scrutiny
(12)

Manipulative
Control
(11)

Autonomy
(11)

Central
ization
(7)

.90 - 1.00

9

10

.80- .89

40

34

14

25

2

.70- .79

16

20

18

21

12

.6 0 - .69

2

3

28

10

17

.50- .59

2

3

4

7

15

.4 0 - .49

2

2

3

3

8

1

3

3

5

3

1

9

.30- .29
.20- .29

3

5

.1 0 - .19
Alpha Mean

.86

.86

.75

.77

.60

* Number of items per scale,
n = 73 Schools

co

to

Table 16
Summary of Intercanclations Among OCSI-T Subscales for the Total Sample of Schools
(n=73)

Subscales

Goal
Consensus/
Vision

Work
Scrutiny

Manipulative
Autonomy
Control

Central
ization

Goal Consensus/
Vision

1.00

.60*

-.41*

.10

-.46*

1.00

-.02

-.29*

-.19

1.00

-.38*

.15

1.00

-.03

Work Scrutiny
Manipulative
Control
Autonomy
Centralization

1.00

* p< .01
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Table 17 presents a summary of the intercorrelations between the five OCSI-T
subscales by school level (elementary and secondary). These correlations range from -.003
to .71. Correlations for both elementary and secondary levels were similar in direction and
magnitude to the correlations for the total school sample, with one exception.

The

magnitude of the correlation between Work Scrutiny and Autonomy was somewhat stronger
in secondary schools (r = -.46, p<.05) than in elementary schools (r = -.20, p>.05).
Analyses Pertinent to Research Questions
Five basic research questions and three supplemental research questions were
formulated in this study.

These research questions focused on relationships between

various coupling dimensions, as identified on the revised OCSI-T, and the school outcome
measures of student achievement, student attendance and perceived overall school
effectiveness. The analyses pertinent to the research questions used schools as the units of
analysis.
Analysis of Research Question 1: "Are there bivariate relationships between various
coupling dimensions and the school outcome measures of student achievement, student
attendance and perceived school effectiveness?"
The first research question was explored by computing a Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient between subscales of the five-factor solution of the OCSI-T and the
standardized student achievement scores, average daily attendance (ADA) for all reporting
periods for the 1988-89 school year and scores on the POE. Table 18 provides summaries
of the intercorrelations between the OCSI-T subscales and student achievement for all
schools and by school level.

Correlations between student achievement and Goal

Consensus/Vision (r = .39, p<.001) and Work Scrutiny (r = .33, p<.01) were statistically
significant, positive in direction and moderate in magnitude.

Hie correlation between

student achievement and Manipulative Control was statistically significant, negative in
direction and moderate in magnitude (r = -.39, pc.001). Correlations between student
achievement and the coupling dimensions of Goal Consensus/Vision, Work Scrutiny and
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Table 17
Summary of Intercorrelations Between OSCI-T Subscales By School Level (Elementary, Secondary).
E

Subscales
Goal Consensus/
Vision
Work Scrutiny
Manipulative
Control
Autonomy
Centralization

S

E

S

E

Goal Consensus/
Vision

Work
Scrutiny

1.0

.56*

.71*

-.39*

1.0

1.0

1.0

S

Manipulative
Control

E

S

E

S

Autonomy

Central
ization

-.48*

.14

-.003

-.47

.43

-.02

-.01

-.20

-.46*

-.20

-.09

1.0

1.0

.59

.15

-.10

.11

.07

.47*
1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

* p<05

vo
U1

Table 18
Summary of Intercorreladoos Among Scores on the OCSI-T Subscales and Achievement
Scares for All Schools and By School Level

Achievement
OCSI-T

All

El

Sec

General Consensus/
Vision* (26)

.39*

.43*

.32

Work Scrutiny (12)

.33*

.34*

.34

Manipulative
Control (11)

-.39*

-.40*

-.35

Autonomy (11)

.13

.23

-.22

-.10

-.10

-.16

Centralization (7)

* Number of items per subscale
* p< .01
n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n = 15 Sec
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Manipulative Control in elementary schools were statistically significant, and moderate in
magnitude. None of the correlations between the coupling subscales and student achieve
ment for the secondary schools were statistically significant However, the magnitude and
direction of relationships shown is similar to the elementary and total school groups.
The correlations between the coupling subscales/dimensions and the IPOE ranged
from -.03 to .84.

Table 19 presents a summary of the correlations between the IPOE,

ADA, and the coupling subscales. The correlations between the IPOE and the subscales of
Goal C onsensus/V ision and Work Scrutiny for all schools were statistically significant,
positive in direction and rather strong in magnitude (r^.84, p<.0001 and r=.63, pc.0001,
respectively).

Partial correlations between the IPOE and Goal C onsensus/V ision

(controlling for SES and size) reduced the magnitude of the correlation to .82, (p<.001).
Partial correlations between the IPOE and Work Scrutiny (controlling for SES and size)
reduced the magnitude of the correlation to .61 (p<.001).
The correlation between the IPOE and Manipulative Control for all schools was
statistically significant, negative in direction and moderate in magnitude (-.41, p<.001), as
was the correlation between Centralization and the PO E (-.35; p<01).

Similar

relationships were obtained for elementary schools. When considering secondary schools,
statistically significant correlations were found between the PO E and the subscales of Goal
C onsensus/V ision

and Work Scrutiny.

The magnitude of the correlation between Work

Scrutiny and the PO E was somewhat greater for secondary schools than for elementary
schools. While not statistically significant, the magnitude and direction of the relationship
between Manipulative Control and the PO E is identical to the elementary and total school
groups.
Correlations between ADA, PO E, and the coupling subscales can be found in Table
19. Correlations between ADA and the coupling subscales ranged from -.13 to .44 for all
schools. Statistically significant, positive correlations were found between ADA and Goal
C onsensus/V ision

(r=.44, p<0001) and between ADA and Work Scrutiny (r=.33, pc.01).
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Table 19
Summary of Ihtexconeladons Among Scores on the OCSI-T Subscales and Scores on the
IPOE and ADA for All Schools and By School Level
ADA

IPOE
Subscales
OCSI-T

All

Elem

Sec

All

Elem

Sec

Goal Consensus/
Vision*
(26)

.84*

.86*

.81*

.44*

.42*

.18

Work Scrutiny
(12)

.63*

.57*

.81*

.33*

.32*

.36

Manipulative
Control
(11)

-.41*

-.41*

-.41

-.13

-.21

-.04

Autonomy
(11)

-.03

.16

-.21

-.39*

.19

-.30

Centralization
(7)

-.35*

-.38*

-.17

-.19

-.26

-.08

■

Number of items per subscale in parentheses.

* p< .01
n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n = 18 Sec
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Correlations between ADA and Autonomy were statistically significant, negative in
direction and moderate in magnitude (r=-.39, pc.001).

When considering school level,

ADA and the subscales of Goal C onsensus/V ision and Work Scrutiny were statistically
significant, positive in direction and moderate in direction for elementary schools. None of
the correlations between the OCSI-T subscales and ADA were statistically significant for
secondary schools.

However, the magnitude and direction of the relationship shown

between Work Scrutiny and ADA is similar to the elementary and total school groups.
Interconelations Between the IPOE. Achievement and ADA.

The correlation

between the IPOE and student achievement for all schools was .60 (p<.0001).

Partial

correlations controlling for school size and SES reduced the magnitude of the correlation to
.40 CjX-01). The correlations between the IPOE and student achievement in elementary and
secondary schools were .59 (p<.0001) and .51 (p<.05), respectively.
Correlations between the IPOE and ADA were .44 (pc.001) for all schools, .50
(pc.001) for elementary schools, and .42 (p>.05) for secondary schools.
Correlations between student achievement and ADA were .41 (pc.001) for all
schools, .52 (pc.0001) for elementary schools, and .78 (pc.001) for secondary schools.
Analysis of Research Question 2. "What percentage of the variation in each school
effectiveness measure of student achievement, student attendance and perceived school
effectiveness is explained/accounted for by the various coupling dimensions?"
In order to answer this research question, a series of stepwise multiple regression
analyses (SAS Institute, 1985) were completed for each school outcome measure (dependent
variables) by regressing each school outcome measure on each dimension of the OCSI-T.
Three regression analyses were computed;

one for each dependent variable.

School

means were used as the units of analyses in all regression procedures. Of the variety of
stepwise model-selection techniques available, a derivative of the forward-selection
technique, stepwise, was used.

If multicollinearity on singularity is detected, a possible

solution to the problem is to use stepwise, setwise, or hierarchical entry of variables so that
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only one or a few variables that are multicollinear are used. With stepwise entry, if two
variables are highly correlated with each other, the first to enter takes with it both its
unique variance and the variance they share so that the second variable rarely has enough
influence remaining to enter the equation. This technique begins with no variables in the
model. Variables are added one by one to the model based on each variable’s contribution
to the model if it is included. All regression analyses were conducted using the .05 level
of significance. All tables depicting summaries of regression analyses include the multiple
correlation, the squared multiple correlation and the change in the squared multiple
correlation at each step in the analysis and the F value and p value for each significant
variable in the regression equation.
Student Achievement.

The first analysis completed for the set of independent

variables used mean core composite achievement (NCE) scores as a dependent variable for
the total school sample. Table 20 depicts the results of this analysis. The first variable to
enter the regression equation (highest single correlate with the dependent variable) was the
OCSI-T dimension/subscale Manipulative Control. This OCSI-T dimension accounted for
15.85 percent of the total variation among schools in student achievement.

The second

variable to enter the equation was Work Scrutiny; explaining 9.89 percent of the variance
in school achievement. In combination, these two variables accounted for a total of 25.75
percent of the total variance in student achievement.
These results indicate that of the five OCSI-T subscales, the most important
variables explaining variation in student achievement across all schools were Manipulative
Control and Work Scrutiny.
ADA. A second multiple regression analysis was completed for the independent
variable set (coupling subscales/dimensions) using ADA as the dependent variable. The
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Table 20
Summary of Stepwise Regression of Achievement on the OCSI-T Subscale Mean Scores
(n=70)

Step

Variable Entered

1

Manipulative Control

.397

.158

2

Work Scrutiny

.506

.257

R

R*

A RJ

.099

F

P

12.812

.0006

8.920

.0039
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results of the second regression analysis are summarized in Table 21. The first variable to
enter the regression equation was Goal Consensus/Vision.

This variable explained

approximately 19.12 percent of the total variance in ADA. The second variable to enter
the regression equation along with Goal Consensus/Vision was Autonomy, accounting for
31.44 percent of the total variance in ADA.

These results suggest that the most important

coupling dimensions in explaining variation in ADA are Goal Consensus/Vision and
Autonomy.
Overall School Effectiveness (IPOEl. A third regression analysis was completed for
the independent variable set (coupling dimensions) using the IPOE as the dependent
variable.

These results are summarized in Table 22.

The first variable to enter the

regression equation was the coupling dimension of Goal Consensus/Vision, explaining
71.28 percent of the total variation in the IPOE.

Work Scrutiny entered the equation

second, and in combination with Goal Consensus/Vision, accounted for 73.51 percent of the
total variation in the IPOE.
The results indicate that teacher perceptions of the coupling dimensions of Goal
Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny share more common variance with teacher perceptions
of the overall effectiveness of the organization (school) than the coupling dimensions of
Manipulative Control, Autonomy or Centralization.
Analysis of Research Question 3: " Is there a multivariate relationship between the
set of coupling dimensions (independent variables) and die set of school outcome measures
(dependent variables)?"
A canonical correlation analysis (SAS Institute, 1985) was completed to examine
possible multivariate relationships between the two variable sets.
consisted of the five OCSI-T subscales:

The first variable set

Goal Consensus/Vision, Work Scrutiny,

Manipulative Control, Autonomy and Centralization. The second variable set consisted of
the school effectiveness measures: student achievement, student attendance and perceived
school effectiveness.
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Table 21
Summary of Stepwise Regression of ADA on the OCSI-T Subscale Mean Scores (n=73)

Step

Variable Entered

R

1

Goal Consensus/
Vision

.437

.191

Autonomy

.560

.314

2

R2

AR2

.123

F

P

16.785

.0001

12.574

.0007

Table 22
Summary of Stepwise Regression of the IPOE on the OCSI-T Subscale Mean Scores
(n=73)

Step

Variable Entered

R

1

Goal Consensus/
Vision

QAA
• 0 ‘v t

.712

Work Scrutiny

.857

.735

2

R2

AR*

.022

F

p

176.178

.0001

5.897

.017
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Table 23 presents a summary of the canonical correlation coefficients. There were
two significant multivariate relationships identified in this analysis between the two sets of
measures (rcl = .91, p<.0001; rc2 = .51, p<.01). A third canonical correlation between die
variable sets was not statistically significant (re = .18, p>.05).
Table 24 summarizes the relative contribution of each variable in the two variable
sets to the significant canonical relationship presented in Table 23. Two kinds of data are
summarized in Table 24 for each variable in the analysis:

(1) standardized canonical

weights; and (2) Pearson product-moment correlations. Hie standardized weights show the
relative contribution of each variable in each set to each significant canonical correlation
(rcl = .91, p<.0001; rc2 = .51, p<.01).

The correlations, on the other hand, show the

strength of the relationship between each variable in a variable set and the canonical variate
(linear combination) comprising the opposite variable set

For the first significant

multivariate relationship (rel = .91) the most important variables for the first variable set
were Goal Consensus/Vision (n=.90) and Work Scrutiny (r=.64). The IPOE variable was
the major contributor to the second variable set, with a correlation coefficient of .88.
For the second significant multivariate relationship (rc2 = .51), the most important
variable for the first variable set was Autonomy, with a correlation of .47. The variable of
ADA was the major contributor for the second variable set, with a correlation of .30.
Thus, the first significant multivariate relationship between the set of coupling
dimensions and the set of school effectiveness indices was explained primarily by Goal
Consensus/Vision and perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school (IPOE). The
second significant multivariate relationship between the two sets was primarily explained by
Autonomy and ADA.
A canonical redundancy analysis (Stewart and Love, 1968) was computed for these
two significant canonical coefficients.

The results showed that the largest amount of

redundant variance was accounted for by the first canonical correlation of rc = .91 (47
percent of the standardized variance for school effectiveness measures and their own
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Table 23
Summary of Canonical Correlation Coefficients Established Between the Two Variable Sets
Relationship

Rc

Rc2

F

1

.91*

.82

12.71

.0001*

2

.51*

.26

2.93

.0049*

3

.18

.03

0.74

.5308

P

* p <.01
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Table 24
Standardized Canonical Coefficients and Correlation

Variables

Standardized Canonical
Weights

Correlations of Variables
with the Opposite Canonical
Variate

Variate 1

Variate 1

Variate 2

Variate 2

Yariabk.ScLl
Goal Consensus/
Vision

.87

.23

.90

.02

Work Scrutiny

.14

-.51

.64

-.03

Manipulative
Control

-.07

.16

-.37

.23

Autonomy

.01

1.96

.15

.47

Centralization

-.01

-.11

-.39

-.05

Student
Achievement

-.25

-.70

.36

-.25

Attendance

.19

1.00

.52

-.30

1.02

-.30

.88

-.12

Variable Set 2

IPOE
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canonical variables and 39 percent of the standardized variance for school effectiveness
measures and the OCSI-T subscales). The redundancy analysis for the second significant
canonical correlation (re = .51) showed much smaller redundancy variances associated with
the school effectiveness measures and their own canonical variables (21 percent) and with
the OCSI-T subscales (.06 percent). These results more clearly show the importance of the
first canonical relationship in the data (rc = .91) relative to the second canonical relationship
in the data (re = .51). Despite the moderately high coefficient for the second canonical
correlation, the second set of canonical variates have relatively small amounts of nonredundant variance associated with them when compared to the first set of canonical
variates.
Analysis of Research Question 4:

"Does within-school variance on coupling

dimensions explain/account for significant amounts of variation among school effectiveness
indices?"
A series of stepwise regression analyses were computed for each dependent variable
(student achievement, student attendance and perceived school effectiveness) and the OCSIT subscale standard deviations as the independent variable set. Three regression analyses
were computed, one for each dependent variable.
The range in the OCSI-T subscale standard deviation scores across schools was
from 1.3 (Centralization) to 11.9 (Goal Consensus/Vision).

A summary of the standard

deviation mean scores, as well as, the mean scores and percentage of maximum possible
scores by subscale was previously presented in Table 10.
Student Achievement.

The first analysis completed for the set of independent

variables used student achievement as a dependent variable and the OCSI-T subscale
standard deviation scores as the independent variable set Table 25 depicts the results of
the analysis. The only variable to enter the regression equation was the coupling dimension
of Goal Consensus/Vision, accounting for 7.80 percent of the total variation in student
achievement.
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Tdbfc 25
Summary of Stepwise Regression of Achievement on the OCSI-T Subscale Standard
Deviation Scores (n=70)

Step

Variable Entered

R

1

Goal Consensus/
Vision

.279

R2

A R2

.078

F

P

5.753

.019

Table 26
Summary of Stepwise Regression of the IPOE on the OCSI-T Subscale Standard Deviation
Scares (n=73)

R

R2

Step

Variables Entered

1

Autonomy

.388

.151

2

Work Scrutiny

.487

.238

AR2

.087

F

P

12.687

.001

7.933

.006
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ADA. The second analysis completed for the set of independent variables used
student attendance as a dependent variable and the OCSI-T subscale standard deviation
scores as the independent variable set For this analysis, none of die independent variables
entered the regression equation at the .05 level of significance.
Overall School Effectiveness flPOE). A third regression analysis was completed
using perceived school effectiveness as the dependent variable and OCSI-T subscale
standard deviations as the independent variable set The summary results of this analysis
can be found in Table 26.

The first variable to enter the regression equation was the

coupling dimension of Autonomy, accounting for 15.16 percent of the total variation in the
IPOE. The second variable to enter the equation was Work Scrutiny. These two variables
in combination accounted for 23.80 percent of the total variation in the IPOE.
These results indicate that of the five OCSI-T subscales, the standard deviations
of Autonomy and Work Scrutiny are the most important variables in explaining variation in
teachers’ perceptions of overall school effectiveness.
Additional Regression Analyses. In order to explore the contribution of both the
mean score and the variance associated with each coupling dimension in explaining
variation in each dependent variable, additional analyses were performed using an expanded
independent variable set consisting of the mean scores and the standard deviations for each
coupling dimension.
Student Achievement.

The first analysis completed for the expanded set of

independent variables used student achievement as the dependent variable and the expanded
independent variable set. Table 27 presents a summary of these results.

The first variable

to enter the regression equation was the mean score of the coupling dimension of
Manipulative Control, accounting for 15.85 percent of the variation in student achievement.
The second variable to enter the equation, mean Work Scrutiny, in combination with the
first variable, accounted for 25.74 percent of the total variation in school achievement
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Table 27
Summary of Stepwise Regression of Achievement on the OCSI-T Subscale mean and
Standard Deviation Scores (n=70)
Step Variable Entered

R

R2

1

M Manipulative Control

.397

.158

2

M Work Scrutiny

.506

.257

A R2

.098

F

P

12.812

.0006

8.920

.0039

Table 28
Summary of Stepwise Regression of ADA on the OCSI-T Subscale Mean and Standard
Deviation Scores (n=73)
Step

1
2

Variable Entered

R

R2

M Goal Consensus/
Vision

.437

.191

M Autonomy

.560

.314

AR2

.123

F

P

16.785

.0001

12.574

.0007
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Thus, when considering both the mean and standard deviation scores of the five
coupling dimensions, the mean score of Manipulative Control and Work Scrutiny are the
most important variables in explaining variation in student achievement
ADA.

A second multiple regression analysis was completed for the expanded

independent variable set using ADA as the dependent variable.

Table 28 presents the

results of this analysis. The first variable to enter the regression equation was the mean
score of Goal Consensus/Vision, accounting for 19.12 percent of the variation in ADA.
The second variable to enter the equation was the mean score of Autonomy. This two
variable equation accounted for 31.34 percent of the total variation in ADA.
These results indicate that the mean scores of Goal Consensus/Vision and Autonomy
are the most important variables in explaining the variation in ADA.
Overall School Effectiveness (IPOE). A third regression analysis was completed for
the expanded independent variable set using the IPOE as the dependent variable. Table 29
presents a summary of the results of this analysis. The first variable to enter the regression
equation was the mean score of Goal Consensus/Vision, accounting for 71.28 percent of the
variation in the IPOE. The second, third and fourth variables to enter the equation, in
order of their entry, were:

standard deviation of Work Scrutiny, standard deviation of

Manipulative Control and mean of Work Scrutiny. In combination, these four variables
accounted for 76.79 percent of the total variation in the teachers’ perceptions of the overall
effectiveness of the school.
Analysis of Research Question 5:

"Is there a relationship between the various

coupling dimension and school effectiveness indices that is independent of school size and
socioeconomic status?"
This research question was investigated using a series of stepwise regression
analyses that statistically controlled for the effects of school size and SES.

The

independent variable set was expanded to include school size (number of students) and
SES, as well as the mean scores for the five coupling subscales/dimensions.
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Table 29
Summary of Stepwise Regression of the IPOE on the OCSI-T Subscale Mean and Standard
Deviation Scores (n=73)
R

R2

F

P

.178

.0001

.025

6.579

.012

.754

.017

4.658

.034

.767

.013

4.069

.047

Step

Variable Entered

1

M Goal Consensus/
Visum

.843

.712

2

£ Work Scrutiny

.858

.737

3

& Manipulative
Control

.868

M Work Scrutiny

.875

4

A R2

M = Mean
£ = Standard Deviation

Table 30
Summary of Stepwise Regression of Achievement on the Independent Variables of SES,
Size and OCSI-T Subscale Mean Scores (n=70)
R

R2

Step

Variables Entered

1

SES

.698

.543

2

Size

.806

.707

2

Work Scrutiny

.853

.729

F

P

64.908

.0001

.064

31.177

.0001

.022

5.374

.0235

AR2
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Student Achievement. Table 30 presents a summary of the results of regressing the
expanded independent variable set on the dependent variable of school achievement The
variable that entered the regression equation first was school SES, accounting for 54.30
percent of the total variance in school achievement The next variable to enter the equation
was school size. This two variable model accounted for 70.70 percent of the variation in
student achievement. The third variable to enter the equation was the coupling dimension
of Work Scrutiny. This three variable model accounted for, in combination, 72.91 percent
of the total variation in school achievement
These results suggest that none of the coupling dimensions explain significant
amounts of variation in school achievement when competed against school size and SES.
ADA. A second regression analysis was performed using ADA as the dependent
variable and the expanded independent variable set Table 31 presents a summary of these
results. The first variable to enter the regression equation was school size, accounting for
27.76 percent of the variance in ADA.

The second, third and fourth variables entering the

equation, in order of their importance, were:

school SES, Autonomy and Goal

Consensus/Vision. In combination, these four variables accounted for 50.78 percent of the
total variation in ADA.
Overall School Effectiveness (IPOEV A third regression analysis was completed for
the expanded independent variable set (coupling subscales, school size and SES) using the
PO E as the dependent variable. Table 32 depicts the results of this analysis. The first
variable to enter the regression equation was Goal C onsensus/V ision, accounting for 71.28
percent of the variance in the IPOE. School SES entered the equation second. This twovariable model accounted for 79.77 percent of the variation in the PO E. The third variable
to enter the equation was Work Scrutiny. This three-variable model accounted for 81.35
percent of the variation in the POE.
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Table 31
Summary of Stepwise Regression of ADA on the Independent Variables of SES, Size and
OCSI-T Subscale Mean Scores (n=73)
R

Step

Variables Entered

R2

F

P

1

Size

.526

.277

27.279

.0001

2

SES

.624

.390

.112

12.920

.0006

3

Autonomy

.689

.475

.085

11.298

.0013

4

Goal Consensus/
Vision

.712

.507

.031

4.363

.0405

A R2

Table 32
Summary of Stepwise Regression of the IPOE on the Independent Variables of SES, Size
and OCSI-T Subscale Mean Scores (n=73)
Step

Variables Entered

R

R2

1

Goal Consensus/
Vision

.843

.712

2

SES

.892

.797

3

Work Scrutiny

.901

.813

F

P

176.178

.0001

.084

29.376

.0001

.015

5.86

.018

AR2
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These results indicate that Goal Consensus/Vision is an important variable in
explaining variation in teachers’ perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school
independent of school size and SES.
Supplemental Regression Analysis for Student Achievement: In order to explore the
contribution of ADA and the IPOE in explaining variation in student achievement, a
supplemental regression analysis was performed using an expanded independent variable set
consisting of the mean scores on the coupling subscales, school size and SES, ADA and
the PO E mean scores. Table 33 shows the results of this analysis. School SES was the
first variable to enter the regression equation, explaining 54.30 percent of the variation in
student achievement. The second variable to enter the equation was school size. This twovariable model accounted for 70.70 percent of the variance associated with student
achievement

The third variable to enter the regression equation was the POE.

In

combination the three variables accounted for 75.41 percent of the variation in student
achievement. Centralization was the fourth variable to enter the regression equation. In
combination, 77 percent of the total variation in student achievement was explained by
these four variables.
These results indicate that school SES is the single most important variable in
explaining student achievement, followed by school size. The PO E was a more important
variable in explaining variation in student achievement than any of the coupling
dimensions.
Supplemental Research Questions
Question 1: Is there a relationship between coupling dimension scores and school
SES?
Table 34 presents a summary of the intercorrelations between the five OCSI-T
subscales and school SES for the total sample and by school level. The correlation
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Table 33
Summary of Stepwise Regression of Achievement on the Independent Variables of SES,
Size, ADA, IPOE and OCSI-T Subscale Mean Scores (n=70)
Step

Variables Entered

R

R*

AR2

F

P

81.075

.0001

1

SES

.736

.543

2

Size

.840

.707

.164

37.441

.0001

3

IPOE

.868

.754

.047

12.656

.01

4

Centralization

.879

.773

.018

5.384

.01

Table 34
Summary of Intercorrelations Between OCSI-T Subscales and SES for All Schools and By
School Level
S E S
Subscale

All

El

Sec

Goal Consensus/
Vision

.14

.39*

.09

Work Scrutiny

.15

.25

.24

-.25*

-.33*

-.24

.38*

.19

.15

-.14

-.15

Manipulative
Control
Autonomy
Centralization

-.09

* p<0.5
n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n * 18 Sec

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

117
between school SES and Autonomy was statistically significant, positive in direction and
moderate in magnitude (r=.38, p<.001). The correlation between SES and Manipulative
Control (r=-.25, p<.05) was negative in direction and low in magnitude. For elementary
schools, the correlation between SES and Goal Consensus/Vision was statistically
significant, positive in direction and moderate in magnitude (r = .39, p<01). A significant
and negative correlation was obtained between SES and Manipulative Control in elementary
schools (r = .33, p<.01).

No statistically significant correlations were obtained for

secondary schools. However, the magnitude and direction of relationships shown is similar
to the elementary and total school groups, except for Goal Consensus/Vision.

The

magnitude of the relationship between Goal Consensus/Vision and SES is stronger in
elementary schools than in secondary schools.
Question 2: Is there a relationship between coupling dimension scores and
school size?
Intercorrelations between each of the five OCSI-T subscales and school size (by
number of students and by number of teachers) are presented in Table 35.

Statistically

significant, negative correlations were obtained between Goal Consensus/Vision and school
size for both indices of number of students (r = -.30, pc.01) and number of teachers (r =
-.33, p<.01) for all schools.

Autonomy was significantly and negatively related to the

indices of number of students (r = .40, pc.001) and number of teachers (r = .46, p<0001).
No statistically significant relationships were found between the OCSI-T subscales and
school size in elementary schools.

For secondary schools, the relationship between

Manipulative Control and school size (r = .46) was significant (p<.05) for the index of
number of teachers.
Question 3:

What is the relationship among the independent and dependent

variables within groups of elementary and secondary schools?
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Table 35
Summary of Interconelations Between OCSI-T Subscales and School Size for All Schools
and By School Level (Elementary, Secondary).
Size
Number of Teachers

Number of Students

El

Sec

-.33*

-.01

-.29

-.06

-.15

-.01

-.13

-.09

.27

.15

.15

-.40*

-.07

-.25

-.46*

-.15

-.25

.17

.18

.13

.13

.17

.04

All

El

Sec

Goal Consensus/
Vision

-.30*

.01

-.33

Work Scudny

-.11

.02

Manipulative
Control

.12

Subscale

Autonomy
Centralization
*

All

.46*

p< .05

n = 73 All
n = 55 El
n = 18 Sec
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Analyses by school level (elementaiy and secondary) have been included as a subset
of analyses previously reported.

In reviewing the prior results, the following general

findings were:
1. Negative relationships between Work Scrutiny and Autonomy were stronger in
secondary schools than in elementary schools.
2. Negative relationships between Autonomy and ADA were stronger in secondary
schools than in elementary schools.
3. Positive relationships between Goal Consensus/Vision and ADA were stronger
in elementary schools than in secondary schools.
4.

Negative relationships between Centralization and the IPOE were stronger in

elementary schools than in secondary schools.
5. Positive relationships between Goal Consensus/Vision and SES were stronger in
elementary schools than in secondary schools.
6.

Positive relationships between Manipulative Control and school size were

stronger in secondary schools than in elementary schools.
7. Negative relationships between Autonomy and Goal Consensus/Vision and school
size were stronger in secondary schools than in elementary schools.
Plots of OCSI-T dimension scores were made to examine coupling structures in
contrasting effective and ineffective schools. Table 36 presents comparisons of means and
standard deviations for the independent variables and means of the dependent variables and
school size and SES in selected schools.

This inspection of the data revealed considerable

between-school variation on the OCSI-T subscales. For example, School #1 and School
t

#68 are similar in SES (86.3% and 76.8%, respectively) and student achievement (41.9 and
41.4, respectively); however, the mean scores on the IPOE and the coupling subscales vary
considerably between these schools. Conversely, School #48 and School #66 vary
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Summary of Means on Independent and Dependent Variables, Size and SES in Sample Schools
GC/V
School

C

SES

1

42

86

430

23

52

50

40

55

48

Wk Sc

Ay

MC

CN

ADA IPOE M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

93

27

67

8

30

5.3

26

5

29

3

23

2

210

96

24

76

62

33

6.6

25

4

26

3

21

3

19

532

97

30

74

8

34

3.8

24

3

28

4

23

2

72

45

407

96

34

77

7

36

3.1

28

5

27

3

29

2

50

76

10

406

96

32

75

7

39

2.8

26

5

26

5

23

2

66

61

18

894

95

32

77

8

36

5.6

22

3

27

3

23

3

68

41

77

727

94

32

78

7

38

4.1

26

4

28

3

22

2

71

76

1

528

96

36

80

6

40

3.8

21

4

27

3

22

2

79

43

42

1227

91

28

68

9

33

5.3

29

4

26

4

23

1

81

66

11

1020

94

26

63

10

31

5.9

26

4

25

5

22

2

85

51

10

1615

91

27

65

10

31

4.8

25

3

24

5

23

1

89

68

3

1132

95

31

71

7

36

4.1

24

3

25

4

23

2

Size

C
= Achievement
IPOE = Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness

GC/V = Goal Consensus/Vision
Wk Sc =
MC =
Ay
=
CN
=

Work Scrutiny
Manipulative Control
Autonomy
Centralization
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considerably in SES (44.7% and 18%, respectively) and student achievement (70.7 and
60.50, respectively).

However, mean scores on the IPOE and the coupling subscales are

strikingly similar in these schools. Schools 48, 50 and 71 all show relatively high mean
scores on achievement, the IPOE, Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny.

In

comparison, school 68 shows low achievement with relatively high mean scores on the
IPOE, Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny. Schools 23 and 40 have similar mean
scores on achievement and coupling dimensions; however their mean scores on the IPOE
differ considerably. Schools 81 and 89 are similar on their mean score for achievement,
size, SES and ADA but differ on the mean scores for the IPOE, Goal Consensus/Vision
and Work Scrutiny.
Additional Analyses
Comparison of High and Low Achieving Schools
A series of t-tests for independent means was computed for the OCSI-T subscales
using contrasting samples of the ten highest and lowest schools in terms of achievement,
SES and size (number of students). The only significant differences in OCSI-T coupling
scores were for the contrasting samples of high and low achieving schools.

Table 37

summarizes descriptive statistics, t-test values and significance levels for these comparisons.
Statistically significant differences between the ten highest and ten lowest achieving schools
were evident for the OCSI-T Subscales of Goal Consensus/Vision, Manipulative Control
and Autonomy.

These differences were rather small to be meaningfully interpreted.

However, they suggest that high achieving schools may be characterized by a greater
degree of Goal Consensus/Vision, somewhat less Manipulative Control, and somewhat
lower levels of Autonomy.

No significant differences in OCSI-T subscale scores were

evident in the highest and lowest ten school samples partitioned by SES and size (number
of students).
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Table 37
Summary of t Tests Analysis of Group Means in High and Low Achievement Schools for
Each OCSI-T Subscale

Group

M

S.D.

75.01
70.46

2.48
3.98

3.06
3.06

.007
.006

36.71
34.61

2.19
2.46

2.01
2.01

.059
.058

24.24
27.20

2.10
1.52

-3.60
-3.60

.002
.002

26.75
27.85

1.18
1.07

-2.16
-2.16

.044
.044

19.96
20.13

0.66
0.70

-.53
-.53

.599
.599

t

P

Goal Consensus/
Vision
H
L
Work Scrutiny
H
L
Manipulative
Control
H
L
Autonomy
H
L
Centralization
H
L

H = High
L = Low
n = 10 Schools
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Common Method Variance
Probes of common method variance issues were made by computing within school
correlation matrices for the IPOE and Goal Consensus/Vision for all schools using teachers
as the units of analysis. Table 38 presents a summary of these analyses. The correlations
ranged from a low of .13 to a high of .86. These results suggest that common method
variance is not a major concern relative to inflating relationships established between
variables in this study.
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Table 38
Summary of Within School Correlations Between IPOE and GC/V Scores for Each School
(b=73)
IPOE?’
School
Number*

GC/V

M

S.D.

M

S.D.

r

r2

1

26.4

5.7

66.8

8.3

.42

.17

2

33.1

3.8

77.0

6.5

.24

.05

6

28.3

5.6

71.6

7.9

.44

.19

10

28.0

4.1

69.2

5.8

.75

.56

11

29.7

4.1

72.1

6.3

.72

.51

13

30.4

4.5

73.0

7.6

.80

.64

14

31.3

5.1

74.7

4.9

.23

.05

15

29.4

4.7

72.4

8.6

.72

.51

16

29.1

5.2

70.3

9.5

.58

.33

17

28.8

4.8

71.8

8.3

.72

.51

18

30.1

3.3

70.8

4.4

.82

.67

21

31.7

3.5

72.1

4.5

.48

.23

22

31.7

4.4

76.6

7.7

.64

.40

23

31.6

6.0

76.2

11.9

.86

.73

24

28.3

5.0

70.7

6.8

.75

.56

26

32.5

4.4

72.1

5.6

.49

.24

27

32.2

2.6

69.8

8.3

.38

.14

28

32.2

4.6

76.3

6.9

.49

.24

29

29.7

4.2

71.6

6.0

.39

.15

30

29.7

3.5

73.5

5.4

.32

.10
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Table 38 (continued)
IPOE
School
Number

M

C/V

S.D.

M

S.D.

r

I1

31

27.7

4.9

69.0

9.4

.59

.34

32

30.7

3.6

73.5

11.2

.76

.57

33

30.8

4.1

74.1

6.9

.66.

.43

34

29.5

4.0

74.6

6.1

.72

.51

36

29.2

4.9

67.4

9.1

.66

.43

37

30.3

4.7

70.1

6.2

.50

.25

39

30.4

4.2

72.3

6.8

.46

.21

40

30.4

3.7

73.7

7.6

.42

.17

42

31.2

4.1

75.5

7.0

.63

.39

44

32.7

4.9

76.6

7.1

.58

.33

45

28.3

6.4

68.4

11.2

.78

.60

46

31.7

4.5

74.8

5.0

.13

.01

47

33.0

2.3

75.7

7.5

.43

.18

48

33.9

4.2

76.9

6.8

.67

.44

49

30.9

3.8

75.1

7.6

.73

.53

50

31.8

8.2

74.5

6.6

.55

.30

51

32.3

3.4

76.1

5.3

.28

.07

54

26.3

4.1

62.3

7.9

.49

.24

55

33.5

4.3

74.1

8.3

.76

.57

56

26.0

5.2

67.1

8.9

.51

.26

58

33.1

4.1

75.4

7.1

.78

.60

59

30.8

3.6

74.6

6.1

.31

.09

61

27.5

7.1

68.5

5.8

.60

.36

62

32.6

4.9

73.6

7.0

.38

.46
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Table 38 (continued)
IPOE
School
dumber

GC/V

M

S.D.

M

63

29.4

3.8

72.0

64

29.3

4.7

63

25.7

66

S.D.

r

I2

6.8

.69

.47

74.5

6.9

.53

.28

6.7

66.21

11.0

.72

.51

32.1

4.3

76.6

8.0

.66

.43

68

32.1

3.6

77.9

6.6

.74

.54

69

26.6

5.2

69.4

9.2

.40

.16

70

25.8

5.8

68.4

7.7

.58

.33

71

35.5

3.1

79.5

6.0

.38

.14

72

27.7

6.0

67.8

9.0

.64

.40

73

31.9

4.1

75.5

7.8

.40

.16

74

26.1

5.5

66.2

8.6

.64

.40

76

30.5

4.1

73.6

6.5

.55

.30

77

28.8

4.7

70.1

6.0

.46

.21

78

31.5

4.5

71.6

7.1

.73

.53

79

27.5

5.1

68.0

8.6

.62

.38

81

25.8

5.5

62.8

10.2

.81

.65

82

30.6

4.6

73.5

9.0

.52

.27

83

29.9

5.6

70.1

6.3

.56

.31

84

30.2

4.4

70.7

5.8

.32

.10

85

26.7

6.0

64.6

9.6

.79

.62

87

30.0

4.5

75.6

7.6

.61

.37

88

28.9

5.2

68.3

7.8

.57

.32

89

30.9

5.4

70.8

7.4

.58

.33

90

30.3

4.6

65.4

8.4

.55

.30
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Table 38 (continued)
IPOE

GC/V

School

M

S.D.

M

S.D.

r

r2

92

28.9

5.1

69.3

6.1

.80

.64

93

25.0

2.6

63.6

6.1

.49

.24

94

32.1

4.0

70.9

6.8

.73

.53

95

27.9

5.0

69.3

7.0

.73

.53

96

32.3

3.9

76.0

6.6

.60

.36

IPOE = Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness
GC/V = Goal Consensus/Vision
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Chapter 5
Discussion, Conclusions and Implications
The overall purpose of this study was to utilize the organizational perspective of
coupling to extend understandings of effective schools as complex social systems. Three
major objectives of the study were to:

1) continue the development and piloting of a

theory-based inventory to measure the coupling structure of schools; 2) examine
relationships between coupling structure and perceived organizational and actual school
effectiveness; and 3) examine differences between coupling structure and perceived
organizational and actual school effectiveness associated with selected school characteristics
such as, school level (elementary vs. secondary), socioeconomic status and size.
The study was completed in two major parts. The first part of the study focused
on the continued development and refinement of an instrument (Organizational Coupling
Structure Inventory - Teacher Form) (OCSI-T) derived from previous pilot work to measure
teacher perceptions of the coupling structure in schools (Logan & Ellett, 1989).

The

second part of the study focused on the examination of selected research questions that bear
on understanding the coupling construct. This phase of the study was grounded in previous
theoretical frameworks proposed by Ellett and Walberg (1979) and Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan
and Lee (1982).

These two frameworks were used to expand a model of school

organizations that depicts the behavior of significant individuals within the school (e.g.
principals, teachers, students) as nested within the broader construct of coupling structure.
It should be noted that this study did not attempt to validate this model but used the model
as an organizational framework for exploring relationships among variables in the study.
Major Findings and Conclusions
Instrument Development and Refinement
Part I of the study focused on the continued development and refinement of the
Organizational Coupling Structure Inventory - Teachers (OCSI-T). Tire OCSI-T was found
to be a reasonably valid and reliable inventory for measuring five dimensions of
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organizational coupling structure in schools from the teacher perspective:

1) Goal

Consensus/Vision; 2) Manipulative Control; 3) Work Scrutiny; 4) Autonomy; and 5)
Centralization.

The coupling dimensions measured by the OCSI-T generally replicated

dimensions identified in previous pilot research (Logan and Ellett, 1989).

The OCSI-T

dimensions identified in this study were for the most part, statistically independent and they
demonstrated moderate to high internal consistency reliabilities.
dimension appears to need additional work to increase its reliability.

The Centralization
The five OCSI-T

dimensions identified through these analyses replicated and remained stable in subgroups of
elementary and secondary teachers.
The one-factor solution of the OCSI-T accounted for 17.52 percent of the total
variance in the solution. However, the five-factor solution, though the variance accounted
for by some factors was less than desired, accounted for far more total variance in the
solution (32.04 percent) than the one-factor solution. A relatively "stringent" criterion for
retaining a factor based on a decision making rule of perhaps, ten percent of the variance
explained, might suggest that the OCSI-T can be considered primarily a uni-dimensional
measure of the coupling construct However, retention of a factor based on the amount of
variance explained by the factor in a particular solution is not "methodologically fixed."
Therefore, it is up to the researcher to decide how much variance should be accounted for
by a particular factor in a particular solution to make a factor retained meaningful and
interpretable. In addition, the purpose of the research study, the analysis method used to
extract factors, the eigen values for factors retained, the number of total items comprising
the instrument factored, the ensuing validity and reliability of factors retained, the
characteristics of the sample on which the analyses were completed and other
considerations, are important concerns in deciding to retain or not to retain a factor in a
given solution. This same degree of complexity is also evident in the simpler decision to
retain items on particular factors based on their factor loadings.
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Several findings from this study support the final decision to consider the fivefactor solution of the OCSI-T as the "best" solution. First, when the initial factor matrix
was rotated, the amount of variance explained by factors two, three, four and five
increased. Of course, the variance explained by factor one in the non-rotated solution was
somewhat decreased in the rotated solution. This finding suggests that some initial factor
one variance more appropriately is associated with factors two, three, four and five in the
rotated solution.
Second, the alpha reliabilities for all factors retained in the five-factor solution,
with the possible exception of factor five (Centralization), were of acceptable magnitude.
Third, the criterion-related validity of the first factor (Goal Consensus/Vision) slightly
increased as a result of the five-factor solution (f=.39, Goal Consensus/Vision with
Achievement; r=.84. Goal Consensus/Vision and IPOE). In addition, subsequent factors
extracted (Work Scrutiny and Manipulative Control) also showed significant criterionrelated validities.
Considering more practical concerns, a multi-dimensional measure of school
coupling structure, with demonstrated reliability and validity, may be more useful in
"diagnosing” school coupling characteristics than a uni-dimensional measure. In addition,
the face validity of items comprising the initial one-factor solution seems questionable.
From the theoretical perspective, and for the purposes of future research, it seems
more beneficial to continue to explore the coupling construct as a multi-dimensional
phenomenon. Accepting the one-factor solution of the OCSI-T in this study as the best
solution may somewhat inhibit explorations of the multi-dimensional nature of coupling in
future research studies with the OCSI-T. This seems particularly the case when considering
the nature of the schools in this sample. For example, they were all derived from a large,
urban school district that had been involved in a variety of unified, school improvement
efforts during the past few years. These efforts may have served to restrict variability in
teachers’ perspectives of coupling. From the factor analytic view, future studies using a
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more "mixed" sample of schools might well tap increased variability in teachers’
perspectives of coupling and might provide further evidence of the multi-dimensional nature
of the coupling construct as well.
From a purely methodological viewpoint, increasing variability in an OCSI-T data
set (all other variables being equal) should increase item/factor loadings, subsequent eigen
values, and the amount of variance explained in a solution by a given factor. This tenet
seems worthy of exploration in future studies using stratified, random samples of schools.
In the five-factor solution retained, examination of items comprising the first factor
(Goal consensus/Vision) suggested that this factor is conceptually complex. Therefore, a
subsequent factor analysis was computed on only the item set comprising factor one. The
results of this analysis indicated that this dimension is conceptually comprised of two
distinct elements: 1) Goals/Values Communication; and 2) Goals/Values Commonality.
Considered collectively, the results of factor analytic work reported in this study
suggest that coupling is a complex construct that is best understood in terms of multiple
sub-constructs.

Manipulative Control appears to be a key sub-construct not previously

recognized in the literature on organizational coupling. Additionally, these findings suggest
that teacher perceptions of organizational coupling can be measured with sets of reasonably
homogeneous items.
An additional aspect of instrument development bears on the criterion-related
validity of the OCSI-T. Correlations among the various dimensions of the OCSI-T and
different effectiveness indices indicate that the dimensions have different degrees of
criterion-related validity depending upon which effectiveness indices are used.
findings lend support to the construct validity of the OCSI-T, and suggest

These
that the

criterion-related validity of this instrument may best be understood from a perspective that
takes into account both the coupling dimension/subscale of the OCSI-T and the
effectiveness criterion that is under study. These findings suggest that additional Criterion-
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related validity studies of the OCSI-T subscales show promise in further supporting the
overall validity of the OCSI-T.
The results support not only the mulit-dimensionality of the coupling construct but
also the relative independence of these dimensions. These findings suggest that coupling
dimensions are not additive in any manner that would lead to an overall "level" or "degree"
of coupling strength. What seems to be more important for understanding the nature of
coupling in schools, is the coupling structure or pattern of coupling resulting from varying
degrees/strengths of coupling on multiple dimensions of a complex and multi-faceted
construct
The results of this study reasonably replicate the subscales/dimensions of the
coupling construct found in a previous study (Logan and Ellett, 1989).

Thus,

characteristics of the coupling construct appear stable and generally replicate from one
school sample to the next
An additionally interesting conclusion drawn from these findings relates to the
coupling dimension of Goal Consensus/Vision. This dimension appears to also be more
complex than previously described in the literature.

The results of a separate factor

analysis of the Goal Consensus/Vision subscale of the OCSI-T indicated that this subscale
is composed of two underlying factors that are strongly correlated (r = .70).

A higher

internal consistency reliability for Factor One and higher correlations among this factor and
dependent variables lend support for the utility of this subscale of Goal Consensus/Vision
in future studies of organizational coupling.

Collectively, the findings suggest that if a

shortened version of the Goal Consensus/Vision dimension of the OCSI-T was desired,
items comprising Factor One (Goals/Values Communication) of this dimension would be
the most important items to include.
Research-Questions
Part II of the study focused on specific research questions concerning the coupling
construct and school effectiveness.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

133
Research Question 1. Are there bivariate relationships between various coupling
dimensions and the school effectiveness measures of student achievement, student
attendance and perceived school effectiveness?
School achievement was positively and moderately associated with Goal
Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny and negatively and moderately associated with
Manipulative Control There were no statistically significant relationships between school
achievement and Autonomy or Centralization.

ADA was negatively and moderately

correlated with Autonomy for all schools and secondary schools.

While similar in

direction, the magnitude of this relationship was somewhat less in elementary schools.
ADA was moderately and positively related to Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny.
Perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school (IPOE) were positively and strongly
related to Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny and negatively and moderately related
to Manipulative Control and Centralization. The relationship between student achievement
and teachers’ perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school (IPOE) was stronger
than were relationships between school achievement and any of the coupling dimensions.
These findings suggest that the metaphor of a "tight ship" approach reflected in the
literature on the management of effective schools may not be an appropriate metaphor at
a ll A more appropriate metaphor might be a "fluid ship" approach to the management of
effective schools, which implies that the "tightness" or "looseness" of the relationship
depends upon the particular coupling dimension and school effectiveness indices being
considered. The description of the coupling construct as a "paradox" (Orton and Weick,
1988) implies that effective schools encompass a variety of different coupling structures and
>

that the popular metaphor of a "ti^ht ship" approach to the management of effective schools
may not be applicable in all situ«uons.
The findings from this study also suggest that certain coupling dimensions appear
more useful to our understanding of the "holding power" (Morris, 1986) of schools (as
indicated by ADA), while other coupling dimensions have more utility for understanding
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"productivity" indices of school effectiveness (as defined by school achievement).

Still

other coupling dimensions have utility for understanding the perceived "organizational"
effectiveness of a school

For example, the coupling dimensions of Autonomy, Goal

Consensus/Vision, and Work Scrutiny may be more useful in understanding school "holding
power" (Morris, 1986) because of their demonstrated relationships to student attendance.
However, the coupling dimensions of Manipulative Control and Goal Consensus/Vision
appear to be more important coupling variables when attempting to understand relationships
between coupling and school achievement

Goal Consensus/Vision appears to be the

variable of choice when attempting to understand the relationships between school coupling
structure and the overall organizational effectiveness of a school.

Thus, the theoretical

utility of the coupling "paradox" as recently described in the literature (Orton and Weick,
1988) may only be given meaning in view of specification of a variety of school and
organizational outcomes.
Overall the coupling perspective appears more useful to understanding effective
schools as organizations than to understanding

effective schools in view of school

productivity (student achievement) or indices of school holding power (e.g., student
attendance).

The effective schools literature tends to describe effective schools only in

terms of student achievement and the "tight ship" approach to school management Future
studies of coupling and school effectiveness indices such as achievement and attendance
might profit from taking into consideration a variety of organizational effectiveness
variables that may serve to mediate relationships between coupling and effectiveness.
Research Question 2.

What percentage of the variation in each school

effectiveness measure of student achievement student attendance and perceived school
effectiveness (dependent variables) is explained/accounted for by the various coupling
dimensions (independent variables)?
Modest amounts of variation in school achievement were associated with
Manipulative Control and Work Scrutiny. Goal Consensus/Vision and Autonomy were the
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most important coupling

dimensions in

explaining variation

in

ADA.

Goal

Consensus/Vision was the most important variable in explaining variation in teacher’s
perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school (IPOE).
When considering all of the coupling dimensions in concert, the coupling
dimensions related differentially to the different indices of school effectiveness.

These

findings re-emphasize the complex and multidimensional aspect of the coupling construct
and the variability among these diminisions and in their relationships to school
effectiveness indices.

Thus, when using the coupling metaphor to describe effective

schools, it is important to specify which coupling dimensions and which effectiveness
indices are in question.

However, the coupling dimension of Goal C onsensus/V ision

appears overall to be the most important dimension relative to other coupling dimensions.
Research Question 3.

Is there a multivariate relationship between the set of

coupling dimensions (independent variables) and the set of school effectiveness measures
(dependent variables)?
Two significant multivariate relationships between the set of coupling dimensions
and the set of school effectiveness indices were identified. The first significant multivariate
relationship was explained primarily by Goal Consensus/Vision, Work Scrutiny and
perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school (IPOE).

The second significant

multivariate relationship between the two sets was primarily explained by Autonomy and
ADA. However, further analysis based on a variance redundancy index (Steward and Love,
1968) revealed only one meaningful multivariate relationship worthy of interpretation.
Thus, when considering the set of coupling dimensions and the set of school effectiveness
indices, the organizational coupling dimensions of Goal Consensus/Vision and Work
Scrutiny and the perceived organizational effectiveness of the school appear to be the
variables having the most utility for understanding complex relationships between
organizational coupling and school effectiveness.
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Research Question 4. Does within-school variance on various coupling dimensions
explain/account for significant amounts of variation among school effectiveness indices?
Overall, school standard deviation scores on die coupling dimensions were less
important than school mean scores on the coupling dimensions in explaining variation in
the school effectiveness indices. These findings indicate that, when both die collective and
individual perspectives of teachers are considered, the collective perspective seems to be
more important than the individual perspective in explaining school effectiveness, regardless
of the indices of effectiveness used in the study.
Research Question 5.

Is there a relationship between the various coupling

dimensions and school effectiveness indices that is independent of school size and
socioeconomic status?
When competed against school size and SES, none of the coupling dimensions
explained significant amounts of variation in school achievement

School SES was the

most important variable in explaining variation in school achievement

School size and

SES were the most important variables in explaining variation in ADA, followed by
Autonomy and Goal Consensus/Vision. When competed against school size and SES, Goal
Consensus/Vision was the most important variable in explaining teacher’s perceptions of the
overall effectiveness of the school (IPOE). School SES, size and teachers’ perceptions of
the overall effectiveness of the school (IPOE) were more important variables in explaining
variation in school achievement than any of the coupling dimensions.
It may be that a broader understanding of school effectiveness is needed; one that
moves beyond a focus on school achievement and the "tight ship" model. These findings
suggest that the coupling construct doesn’t really mean much in terms of effective schools
independent of other considerations such as SES, size and overall organizational
effectiveness of the school These findings draw attention to the lack of "value addedness"
of the coupling construct in understanding school effectiveness indices of school
achievement and attendance, when combined with SES and size. However, the findings
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also highlight die potential usefulness of the coupling construct in understanding the
effectiveness of schools as organizations.
Supplemental Research Questions

Supplemental analyses in this study addressed relationships between coupling
dimension scores and school size and SES, and relationships among the independent and
dependent variables within groups of elementary and secondary schools. The magnitude of
die relationship between Goal Ccnsensus/Vision and school SES was stronger for
elementary schools than far secondary schools; while the coupling dimension of Autonomy
was positively and moderately associated with SES for all schools. Manipulative Control
was negatively and moderately associated with SES for all schools. Goal Consensus/Vision
and Autonomy were negatively and moderately associated with school size (both a number
of students index and a number of teachers index) for all schools. Manipulative Control
and school size were positively and moderately related for the sample of secondary schools.
Plots of OCSI-T dimension scores in contrasting samples of effective and
ineffective schools revealed considerable between-school variation on the OCSI-T subscales.
These relationships highlight the importance of the paradoxical nature of the
coupling metaphor when applied to schools as organizations and the complexity of the
relationships that may exist in these organizations. It is evident from these findings that all
effective schools cannot be "labeled" as tightly coupled. The question becomes one of the
degree of coupling on which coupling dimensions, for which effectiveness indices, for each
particular school based on its level (elementary or secondary), size, and SES.
Discussion
Development and Refinement of the OCSI-T
While the dimensions of Goal Consensus, Work Scrutiny, Autonomy and
Centralization are reminiscent of previous conceptions of organizational coupling (Firestone
and Heniott, 1982; Firestone and Wilson, 1985), those items focusing on administrator
control of resources in an unstandardized and/or informal manner suggest a noteworthy

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

138
insight about the coupling concept The items contained within this Manipulative Control
dimension primarily focus on the control of resources a id the preferential or inequitable use
of resources by administrators to coordinate and manage the school

In contrast the

Standardization dimension, containing items conceptually focused on the degree to which
standard and formal procedures are followed in performing various functions or in obtaining
supplies (resources) within the school, was not supported in this study.
Theoretically, adherence to formal and standardized procedures has been associated
with bureaucratic structure in organizations and conforms to the image of organizations as
rational bureaucracies rather than to the image of organizations or systems characterized by
anarchy or described as loosely coupled (Firestone and Herriott, 1982).

Gamoran and

Dreeben (1986) have argued that administrators can couple a school by regulating the flow
of resources to classrooms and such regulation can perhaps influence the content of
instruction as well as subsequent student learning.

While both the Standardization and

Manipulative Control dimensions pertain to aspects of resource allocation, the Manipulative
Control dimension focuses on the degree to which means or assets (e.g. personnel, time,
materials and knowledge) are regulated by the administrator within a school.
The focus of the set of items contained within the Manipulative Control dimension
on the OCSI-T appears to be conceptually similar to a political phenomenon recently
reported by Blase (1988) as "favoritism." According to teachers in the Blase (1988) study,
"favoritism refers to the perceived inequitable (unfair) use of authority and power,
particularly by school officials, for the general purposes of protection and controL" When
teachers described the role of school principals and the practice of favoritism they cited
examples such as:

1) hiring, promoting and extending special favors to friends; 2)

manipulating opportunities to attend county and state seminars, workshops and conferences;
3) preferential treatment associated with participation in the school program and policy
decisions; 4) favoritism associated with resource allocation such as, materials, equipment,
space allocation; S) protection of favored individuals from bad classes and rough schedules,
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6) principal favoritism associated with teacher evaluations; 7) special treatment
considerations concerning disbursed information and sharing of confidential information;
and 8) favoritism in the distribution of rewards associated with work performance and
special achievements of teachers (Blase, 1988).

These teacher reports have a striking

similarity to items comprising the Manipulative Control subscale/dimension of the OCSI-T.
The OCSI-T items focus on administrator manipulation of evaluations, information, time,
supplies and opportunities for professional development
The findings relative to Manipulative Control suggest support for the paradoxical
(P) view of the coupling construct (Orton and Weick, 1988). For instance, Manipulative
Control or favoritism by the school administrator probably can be understood in terms of a
coupling mechanism that strengthens administrator control over teachers. Some resources
are allocated in this situation based on a need to nurture personal power rather than to
logically support school goals. Manipulative Control might also be understood in terms of
a decoupling or loosening of couplings between the administrator, the resource allocation
system and the schools’ instructional system(s).

Certain outcomes might be anticipated

from this relatively modest example of P coupling. For example, teacher alienation and a
degree of randomness in student progress, as well as an increase in cohesive administrator
power, might result from high Manipulative Control To some, this situation might be an
example of a "tight ship" approach, but it is also unlikely that this situation is the kind of
"tight ship" advocated in the effective schools literature. The distinction might be that
equally effective schools may require different mixes of coupling structures, and thus,
effective schools are best understood in terms of observed school outcomes rather than
specific organizational characteristics. If this is the case, then the prescriptive literature on
the characteristics of effective schools (Block, 1983) seems questionable.
Coupling in Elementary and Secondary Schools
The degree of coupling perceived by teachers on each of the OCSI-T subscales
ranged from moderately coupled to strongly coupled. It is surprising to note that none of
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the coupling dimensions were perceived by teachers as being relatively "loosely" coupled.
These findings are in contrast to what might be expected in view of much of the literature
on coupling in schools that describes schools as loosely coupled systems with ambiguous
goals and a limited amount of inspection and evaluation (Weick, 1976; Weick, 1982; March
and Olsen, 1976).

In this study, teachers viewed Goal Consensus/Vision and Work

Scrutiny as being rather tightly coupled. One factor possibly contributing to the "tightly
coupled" image of . schools in this study is the recent press for educational accountability
and school reform. Hie widespread movement toward educational reform and improvement
has been a predominant theme guiding American education in the 1980’s. A central focus
within the reform movement has been the instructional leadership role of principals with
particular concern for more direct supervision of teaching (Ellett, 1987). Additionally, there
is strong emphasis in die effective schools literature on the sharing of goals, values and
norms.

Hie school district in this study has placed a lot of value in recent years in

bringing schools in line with the concept of effective schools and increased educational
accountability. Thus, these factors may have precipitated a shift in the degree of coupling
on various mechanisms (i.e. goal consensus/vision, work scrutiny) within these schools,
resulting in a greater degree of coupling on dimensions previously thought to be loosely
coupled (Weick, 1976; March and Olsen, 1976).
The focus of this study was only on teachers’ perspectives of a school’s coupling
structure. It may be useful to obtain perspectives of significant others within a school or
from outside the school in order to establish a broader profile of the coupling structure of a
school

For example, students or die principal within a school may perceive school
I

coupling structure somewhat differently than teachers. Similarly, parents or district school
board members may perceive the coupling structure of a school differently than the teachers
and/or the principal in the school Thus, the extent of tight or loose coupling on various
coupling dimensions may depend on "who" is doing the perceiving and from "what
perspective."

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

141
Previous work (e.g., Firestone and Heniott, 1982) suggests that elementary schools
tend to have greater agreement on goals and more centralization of influence than high
schools.

Results of this study suggest that elementary and secondary schools are very

similar on the five coupling dimensions measured by the OCSI-T.

These discrepant

findings might be partially explained by different measurement techniques used in this
study and those completed by Firestone and Herriott (1982).
While acknowledging differences between these measurement techniques, one
might still expect to find school level differences among the coupling dimensions
considering the variation in school level characteristics, such as, student age, school size,
faculty specialization and organizational complexity.

One possible explanation for the lack

of school level differences may be that all schools in this study were members of a single
large, urban school district

While school-level variations may exist overall, the district

may exert a strong "unifying" influence through a top-down management orientation or
through tight coupling on various mechanisms at the district level
Whatever the case, it should be noted that in this study, these comparisons were
made using schools as the units of analysis which may mask differences within schools.
Issues concerning the unit of analysis have been addressed before in the educational
administration literature (Conklin, 1979).

Conklin (1979) argues that within-school

processes which vary primarily within (not between) schools lose their apparent
effectiveness when analyzed at the school aggregate leveL Specific probes of the data to
investigate within-school variations on the various coupling dimensions and school
effectiveness outcomes did reveal considerable variations. A more qualitative inspection of
the data using plots of the coupling structure in contrasting samples of effective and
ineffective schools revealed that coupling structure looks quite differently in these samples
of schools.

For example, some schools were relatively high in school achievement and

Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny, while other schools were low in achievement
and high in Goal Consensus/ Vision and Work Scrutiny. These findings lend support to
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die "paradoxical" nature and complexity of what coupling means in effective and ineffective
schools (Orton and Weick, 1988). Therefore, as previously noted, the use of school mean
comparisons may mask important individual differences among schools, and differences
within school variance an coupling dimensions that can hamper our understanding of the
"paradoxical" nature of coupling as primarily a within school organizational construct.
Relationships Between Coupling Structure and School Effectiveness
Of interest in Part II of this study, were relationships between coupling structure
and teacher perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school as an organization.
Teachers’ perspectives of the overall effectiveness of the school were positively and
strongly related to two key coupling dimensions:

Goal Consensus/Vision and Work

Scrutiny. Interestingly, these relationships, unlike relationships with school achievement,
remained strong when competed against school size and SES. These findings imply that
relationships between teachers’ perceptions of coupling and teachers’ perceptions of the
organizational effectiveness of the school, unlike relationships between coupling and school
achievement and attendance, are more generalizable across a range of school sizes and
different school clienteles. Thus, it may make no sense to discuss school coupling structure
and school effectiveness without reference to the specific index of school effectiveness.
One major goal of this study was to examine multiple coupling dimensions and
multiple indices of school effectiveness. Of interest was the degree to which the various
coupling dimensions related to organizational effectiveness on the one hand and school
outcomes of achievement and attendance on the other. Overall, the findings suggest that
the coupling dimensions, neither separately nor in combination, accounted for considerable
variation in school achievement

These findings tend to run counter to what might be

expected given findings reflected in the effective schools literature which emphasizes tight
linkages on a set of common values and goals (Joyce, Hersh and McKibbin, 1983;
Brookover, 1979; Abbott and Caracheo, 1987), frequent evaluations of teachers woik by
their principals (Rosenholtz, 1987), specification of rules or formal procedures (Rosenholtz,
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1987), and decentralized decision-making (Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart, 1979). However,
based on the findings of this study, one might speculate that schools are so complex that
the degree of coupling, on any one or combination of coupling dimensions is not a
sufficient condition to enhance school achievement

This finding is consistent with

descriptions of the organizational coupling structures of "instructionally effective schools"
previously noted by Astuto and Clark (1985).
School Size. SES. and School Level
The results of the study suggests that school size, SES and school level are also
important variables to consider in attempting to understand relationships between the
coupling dimensions and attendance.

There were differences between elementary and

secondary school levels in the magnitude of relationships between various coupling
dimensions and school attendance, size and SES. For example, relationships between Goal
Consensus/Vision and attendance, and Goal C onsensus/V ision and SES were stronger for
elementary schools than for secondary schools. Relationships between school size and Goal
Consensus/Vision were stronger for secondary schools than for elementary schools.
Perhaps school size and SES mediate relationships between ADA and the coupling
dimension of Goal Consensus/ Vision. Thus, the ability of a school to attract and hold
students may be affected not only by the degree of coupling on Goal Consensus/Vision but
also by a school’s size and SES.
These findings suggest that it may be inappropriate to use the coupling metaphor
to describe relationships between coupling structure and student achievement or ADA
without consideration of school size and SES.

If this is the case, the prescriptive literature

on effective schools seems at issue, since this body of research suggests that implementing
the five correlates of effective schools (Edmonds, 1979) will increase student test scores
and enable schools to reach or exceed comparison norms for student achievement in basic
skill areas (ERS, Inc., 1983).

As suggested by the P coupling perspective, a more

important question regarding increasing school achievement and attendance may be, "what
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kinds of coupling structures are most productive for a school given its size and SES?"
Coupling_and Operational Definitions of Effectiveness
Studies of effective schools typically use student/ school achievement as the
operational definition of "effectiveness".

Given the multiplepurposes of

variety of notions about organizational effectiveness (Miskel,

schools and a

Fevurly and Stewart, 1979)

and "good" schools (Glickman, 1987), future studies of coupling and effective schools may
profit from using multiple indices of effectiveness.

In this study, selected coupling

dimensions (Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny) were strongly related to perceived
organizational effectiveness and results suggested that these relationships are generalizable
across school SES, size and level (elementary vs. secondary).

Considered collectively,

these findings suggest that future studies of coupling and effectiveness might best proceed
with a primary focus on the effectiveness of the school as an organization rather than
school achievement and other indices of school productivity. School achievement may not
be an appropriate "effectiveness" index to use in future coupling/school effectiveness studies
because of its strong relationship to a host of non-school variables that are not directly
under the control or influence of the school such as SES, student ability and the
educational quality of the home environment (Walberg, 1978).
Effectiveness of the school as an organization,

on theother hand, may

systematically depend upon various degrees of coupling on important dimensions such as
Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny.

Interestingly, perceived organizational

effectiveness in this study was positively related to school achievement Future studies of
causal relations among coupling, organizational effectiveness and school achievement may
show that selected coupling dimensions are importantly linked to organizational
effectiveness and that various levels of organizational effectiveness are important precursors
of subsequent school outcomes such as achievement
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Implications
Hie results of this study when viewed within existing literature on coupling
suggest a variety of implications for further research, practice and theoretical conceptions of
organizational coupling theory and understanding effective schools.
There appears to be a need for continued development of the OCSI-T, particularly
within the coupling dimension of Centralization.

Hie Centralization dimension of the

OCSI-T demonstrated the lowest internal consistency reliability of the five dimensions
(r=.60). Continued efforts to increase the internal consistency reliability of this subscale
may focus on the content validity of the items as well as increasing the number of items on
the subscale.
Secondary factor analysis of the Goal Consensus/Vision subscale revealed the
complex nature of this variable. These findings suggest a need for further research studies
that explore differences and relationships between the dual components of 1) the
perceptions of significant individuals in an organization regarding a common understanding
of a set of goals and values, and 2) communication of goals and values.
The coupling dimension of Manipulative Control was identified as a potentially
important coupling mechanism. This dimension has not been discussed in any detail within
the coupling literature.

Thus, further studies are needed to explore and understand this

dimension of the coupling construct and to test hypotheses about the relationship of this
coupling dimension to other organizational variables.
Since the majority of schools sampled in this study were elementary schools, there
is a need for further studies to explore coupling structure and its relationship to school
effectiveness within a larger sample of secondary schools. Additionally, schools in this
study were all from a large, urban school district Therefore, the coupling perspective and
its relationship to school effectiveness in contrasting contexts, such as small rural school
districts should be explored. In addition, these findings highlight the need for continued
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investigation of relationships among coupling structure, school size and SES and multiple
indices of school effectiveness.
This study was conducted in a school district that had undergone a strong, recent
push for educational reform and few differences in the degree of coupling among schools
were evident Future studies might compare groups of schools that have undergone rapid
externally imposed change in response to reform and policy-based initiatives to groups of
schools that are relatively stable and not so influenced by recent reform efforts. These
kinds of studies may broaden our view of the influence of external factors on within-school
coupling variables.
Since many of the items contained within the OCSI-T pertain to administrator
behavior, studies using the OCSI-T to compare administrators’ and teachers’ perceptions of
coupling structure seem warranted.
Future studies of coupling structure using multiple methods (e.g., case studies) and
multiple perspectives (e.g., students) can possibly broaden our understanding of the
coupling construct in schools as organizations.

The reader should be reminded that this

study focused primarily on teachers and administrators within a school.

However, as

previously noted, future studies investigating coupling structure from different perspectives
and different levels of analysis seem warranted.

Such studies might borrow from recent

efforts (Gamoran and Dreeben, 1986) to investigate resource linkages at various hierarchial
levels of a school system (school district to the school, class, instructional group and
individual learner).
Studies exploring differences in

coupling

structures

may need different

methodologies, e.g., studies of a qualitative nature. For example, the OCSI-T could be
used to identify schools with various coupling patterns.

Case studies of schools with

various coupling patterns and various levels of effectiveness might then be completed.
Qualitative case studies of the two to four schools in this study that showed the most
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distinct differences in coupling structure and the school effectiveness indices could have
perhaps provided a greater understanding of relationships between these variables.
It is interesting to note that Edmond’s (1979) work primarily used case study
methodology to identify and understand die five key correlates of effective schools.
Perhaps, the coupling structure of most schools in a district is "normative" and does not
vary much within a district However, individual schools within a district might look very
different. Therefore, the coupling "paradox" (Orton and Weick, 1988) may also be best
explored through case study methodologies applied to schools that appear as "anomalies."
Of future interest are studies using the model proposed in this research to explore
relationships between coupling and other variables known to mediate student learning
outcomes; for example, school environmental robustness (Licata & Willower, 1978). Given
the possible negative relationship between robustness and relatively tight coupling in terms
of pupil control and instruction (Licata and Johnson, 1989), this variable may provide
another opportunity to explore coupling structure in terms of school climate.
The findings from this study also indicate a need for incorporating the following
revisions in the organizational framework that served as a guide for this study (see Figure
1, page 11): 1) Perceptions of overall organizational effectiveness of the school may serve
to mediate between school coupling structures and the school effectiveness indices of
student achievement and attendance; and

2) A school’s organizational size and social

context are important variables mediating relationships between a school’s coupling structure
and the school outcome measures of student achievement and attendance. Therefore, there
is a need for future research studies that explore relationships between coupling structure
1
and school effectiveness that are guided by the revised framework. Various causal
modeling procedures might be used with effectiveness change data collected over time to
further develop and validate the proposed framework.
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Summary
The overall purpose of this study was to utilize the organizational perspective of
coupling to extend our understanding of effective schools as complex social systems. The
independent variables in this study were six dimensions of the coupling construct: 1) Goal
Consensus/Vision, 2) Manipulative Control, 3) Work Scrutiny, 4) Standardization, 5)
Autonomy and 6) Centralization.

Dependent variables in the study were school mean

achievement, school average daily attendance and perceived organizational effectiveness of
the school
The sample for this study consisted of all teachers within 96 schools (74
elementary and 22 secondary) in an urban school district in the Southeast region of the
United States. Of the teachers sampled, 1843 teachers in 73 schools (SS elementary and 18
secondary) chose to participate in the study.
Two primary instruments were used for data collection:

1) the Organizational

Coupling Structure Inventorv-Teacher Form (OCSI-T) (Logan & Ellen. 1989) and 2) the
Index _of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) (Miskel, Fevurly and Stewart,
1979). Student achievement was measured by normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores from
subtests and battery total scores for

1) the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) for

elementary students and 2) the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) for secondary
students. The percentage of average daily attendance (ADA) for each school for the 198889 school year was used as the measure of student attendance.
This study was conducted in two parts. The first part of the study focused on the
continued development and refinement of the Organizational Coupling Structure InventorvTeacher Form (OCSI-T) to measure coupling structure in schools (Logan & Ellett, 1989).
The second part of the study focused on the examination of key research questions that
bear on understanding the coupling construct and school effectiveness. This study utilized
an expost facto survey research design (Campbell and Stanley, 1963).
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A series of exploratory factor analyses were conducted to investigate the structure
of the OCSI-T (Logan & Ellett, 1989). Based on the results of the factor analyses of the
OCSI-T, items were retained on subscales identified according to a set of decision rules for
factor loadings. Subscales and items retained were used in subsequent data analyses that
targeted answers to the research questions.

A variety of bivariate and multivariate

correlational analyses were conducted to examine the research questions.

Hie findings

from Part I of the study support the OCSI-T as a reasonably valid and reliable inventory
for measuring five dimensions of organizational coupling structure in schools from the
teacher perspective: 1) Goal Consensus/Vision; 2) Work Scrutiny; 3) Manipulative Control;
4) Autonomy; and S) Centralization.

The Centralization subscale of the OCSI-T needs

additional work to increase its internal consistency reliability. These findings replicate for
the most part the prior structure of the OCSI-T identified in previous research (Logan and
Ellett, 1989). The analyses supported the overall criterion-related validity of the OCSI-T
and indicated that the criterion-related validity of the OCSI-T varies depending upon which
criterion of effectiveness is under study.

Additionally, the relative independence of the

coupling dimensions measured by the OCSI-T suggest that the coupling dimensions are not
additive in any manner that might lead to an overall "degree" of coupling. This conclusion
suggests that an important aspect of understanding coupling in schools is the coupling
structure or pattern of coupling resulting from varying "degrees" of coupling on multiple
dimensions of the coupling construct.
When considered collectively, the findings from Part II of the study indicated that,
when competed against school size and SES, none of the coupling dimensions explained
significant amounts of variation in student achievement or attendance.

However, the

coupling dimension of Goal Consensus/Vision was the most important variable in
explaining teachers* perceptions of the overall effectiveness of the school and the
relationship between the degree of perceived Goal Consensus/Vision and organizational
effectiveness was independent of school size and SES. Plots of the OCSI-T dimension

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

150
scores in contrasting samples of effective and ineffective schools revealed considerable
between-school variation on the OCSI-T subscales.
The discussion of the findings highlights several important issues in understanding
schools as complex organizations from the coupling perspective. First, the notion of the
coupling "paradox" (Orton and Weick, 1988) and coupling as a multi-dimensional construct
need to be considered in any discussion of effective and ineffective schools.

Second,

discussions of coupling and school effectiveness will need to specify which effectiveness
indices (student achievement, student attendance or perceptions of the overall effectiveness
of the school) are being considered. Third, school size and SES are important variables to
be considered in discussions of school coupling and school effectiveness. Fourth, selected
coupling dimensions such as Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny may be important
correlates of the effectiveness of the school as an organization regardless of SES, size and
level and organizational effectiveness may be an important mediating link between coupling
structure and school achievement
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Organizational Coupling Structure InventoryT e a c h e r F o r m ( O C S I -T )
L o g a n & E l l e t t (1989)
FART B:

Respond 10 each of the statcmsus by drcllni the appropriate number to the light of the
statement which best reflects your opinion of the work environment fa vour iehnni The
possible responses are:
STRONOLY AOREE • 1; DISAGREE

• • •

AGREE ■ 3;

STRONGLY AGREE * 4

CIRCLE ONLY ONE Ml RESPONSE BOR EACH ITEM.

IN THIS SC H O O L ...
1.

Administrative end noo-mstructional duties
nsuslly occupy any svailshle’flee date* I have
during the regular school day.

2.

Teachers routinely iSscuss progress toward
school gotls an an fafonna] basis.

3.

I participate in decisions concerning disn iral
of professional stall

4.

Basically, the job activities teachers perform
in this school are repetitive.

5.

Administrators
in this school clearly
communicate a ’vision’ of what this school
ought to be.

&

All teaches far this school must follow the
procedures whet disciplining students

7.

Ib is school is srocgly influenced by annul
reports, public announcements, etc. regarding
school-related issues (Le., student achievement
scores, salary. prnmntionAmiire. policies, etc.).

8.

b perforating my work, I rely heavily on
established procedures and practices.

9.

The performance of most teachos is not
evaluated closely enough.

10.

Most of the communication between teachers
is related to nnn.fatmierinni] manen (Ia ,
home/family matters, parents, social activities).

11.

b this school, teachers hold high expectations
for studem performance.

IX

The professional naff works toward a common
set of school goals.

13.

The primary focus of school activities is the
quality of instruction delivered to students

14.

As a teacher, I alone decide which midmit
are given special attodon.

13.

Cotnmunicadan between teachers and
ttfeuiiuinion is this school usutlly centers
around non-insnucdanal miners (Le., social
activities, home/family matters, parents) rather
th n
miners.

STRONOLY

mcar.ncp

CI& gbee

A ftPPP

STRONOLY
AOREE
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IN n o s SCHOOL...
16.
17.

When communicating with parents, teachers
in this school all follow the same procedures.

STRONOLY

DISAGREE

1

DISAGREE

2

AGREE

STRONGLY
A G R EE

3

I dearly understand the overall goals of this
school.

I t.

Administrators in this school require me to
account for evoy minute of my time during
the school day.

19.

There is a clearly known way to do the major
typo of w ok I normally encounter.

20.

Administrators in this school seldom utilize
the Services Of OUUide mnmltyw .1 (i.&,
manage-ment, marketing, evaluation, etc.).

21.

The adminisntioa regularly meets with
students to discuss ways to
school
goals.

22.

I am allowed to make my own decisions about
how students ire grouped for instruction

23.

The performance of 'weak" teachers is closely
monitored and evaluated

24.

information concerning other schools in our
area or region is seldom utilised at this school.

25.

Teachers frequently communicate with one
jgjgQigjjomi miners*

26.

While teachers’ opinions regarding school
policies/procedures are recognized the
principal makes the Anal decisions.

27.

StatT in this school agree with a c«mwvw set
of educational goals.

28.

Teacher evaluation procedures used in this
school are rather *looae* and informal.

29.

A&ninistrators in this school control the use of
newly purchased equipment

30.

Administrators in this school "play favorites*
among the staff when rales must be enforced

31.

Teachers and students frequently discuss ways
to accomplish school goals.

32.

1 have too many people idling me what to do.

33.

Teachers are noi very concerned about the
evaluation criteria md/or procedures used to
evaluate their teaching.

34.

I can decide how the work is done in my
classics).

35.

Communications from administrators in this
school are usually written (e.g^ memos, letters,
notes).
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STRONOLY

IN THIS SCHOOL. . .

DISAGREE

BIS GBEP

AGREE

36.

H ie same daily aebedule (e.g., beginning and
ending d s * for classes, hack lim e, ‘free
time", 1ms duty d s * ) is follow ed by til
teachers fa this school.

3

37.

Staff fa lb s acbcol place a great deal of value
00 "profcasianalinr.

3

31

This school exerts a gnat deal of effort to
t m in n in gwwd iriin n l^ n n m iunliy nriarinm hlpc

3

39.

The copy machinf is closely controlled by
Ktani&imffln Id this

3

40.

Administrators in this school provide teachen
with regular feedback about their teaching
performance;

41.

Administrators hi this fCbO"* enenursre
teachss a particle* in developing school

SIRONGLY
AGREE

poUckt
41

Administrators and teachen in this school
frequently get together » discus instructional
m attes.

43.

Teachen and the tdndnistnton in this school
actively seek sources of new ideas and support
from outside the school

44.

On a.day-to-day basis, my work is rather
routine.

45.

The criteria andftr procedures used to evaluate
teaching in this school make teachen anxious.

46.

A "vision" o f what this school can accomplish
is tfiifoff1 discussed between tetcbos tod

47.

1 participate far decisions concerning
promotions of professional staff.

41

ftocedurcs used to evaluate teaching make
teachers ‘stay an their toes'.

49.

Any available free tim e' teaches have is
cloeel^ monitored by administrators in this

51

b this school,
the adoptioo
curricula.

51.

Regularly scheduled meetings between school
administrators and teachen arc held to discuss
progress toward common school goals.

51

Teachen. administrators and students share a
common "vision" about what this school can

53.

b this school, parents are not utilized as an
outvde resource.

play an active pan ta

new instructional prognmsf
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IN m s SCHOOL.

STRONOLY
DISAGREE

54.

Comrenniatioo betweea letcbm n d admini
strators it mostly foRBil (Le* written memos,
committee meetings, by appointment).

59.

There a t written procedures for obtaining
supplies/equipment needed for classroom

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

AGREE

AGREE

iD m c tiO b

56.

Teechm ir t closely m od tored to prevent
and/or check on rule violations.

57.

As ■ teacher,! alone determine the pace of
work in my classfes).

58.

Teachen are encounied to regularly evaluate
their own performances.

50.

A common set of school goals is communi
cated to all who work here.

60.

Teachers are willing to nuke saoiflces to
accomplish the vision of what this school
ought to be.

61.

Teachers iddfim have their work supervised by
othea (e.g. principal, assistant principal, other
teachen, etc.).

62.

Administrators in this school tightly control
decisions about teachers’ opportunities for
professional development (e.g., deciding who
can an a d professidbal conferences, in-service
training, etc.).

63.

As a teacher, 1 can make my own rules
concerning my work.

64.

Teachers frequently discuss with one another
ways to accortqtlith school goals.

65.

AH teachers work- toward the achievement of
the fatsnuciiooil goals that have been
established for this schooL

66.

In performing my work, most of the tasks are
the same from day-to-day.

2

I have little knowledge about most things that
take place in this school.

2

1 participate in decisions concerning the
adoption of new instructional programs/
curricula.

2

67.
68.

69.

Administrators in this school spend enough
time in my classroom to adequately evaluate
my teaching performance.

70.

All teachen that wish to attend professional
meetings/activities are given equal support by
administrators in this school.

*

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

166
STRONOLY

IN THIS SCHOOL.

d isa g r e e

71.

As a teacher. 1 am allowed 0 do almost as I
please.

72.

Evaluation'

73.

There are DQ fcm al procedures that aH
teachen mast follow 0 obtain supplies/
equipm ea needed for classoain fctsmtcuoc.

74.

Teachen are not evaluated frequently enough.

75.

I am free 0 choose huffucdonal materials that
I thin k tie most appropriate for my c!ass(es).

76.

fa doin| my woric. thee is an undentandable
sequence or Jtept that can be followed.

77.

Most of the time, teachen in this school do
about the same joto in the same way.

71

Aids/equipment that I use in my dassfes) must
be requested from administrators in this school.

79.

My duties as a teacher are basically repetitive.

50.

For the m os pan, the teacher evaluation
program is a 'joke*.

51.

School goals are regularly communicated

82.

There is a dearly defined body of knowledge
of subject matter which 1 can use 0 guide me
in doing my weric.

83.

Administrators in this school evaluate my
teaching by regular visits to my classroom.

84.

Teachen who have the most positive
evaluations are given preferential treatment/
assignmems.

85.

The firequatcy with which the intercom system
is used by the school administration interferes
with available instructional time.

86.

Teachen are committed 0 establishing good
relationships between our school and the
community.

87.

As a teacher, I can make my own decisions
concerning my class(es) without checking with
anybody else.

81

Atfcsinismicn in this school 'filter*
information and only tell teachen what they
think teachen ought 0 know.

89.

Administraton in this school use feedback 0
teachen about their teaching performance as a
meant of controlling teachen.

DISAGREE

AGREE

STRONGLY
ag ree

ate appropriately used

tt identify i : ’weak* teachen.

0

_
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IN n o s SCHOOL.

STRONOLY

DISAGREE
90.

DISAGREE

AGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

A dnbisntors b this school follow forms]
procedureahulcs far assigning teacher aids to
• cllSBOOOL

91.

Teaches ire qqi evaluated thoroughly enough.

91

The school board o co u ig e s teachen at tbs
school to make suggestions about policies a d
procedures.

93.

I alaoe determine bow to evaluate the
performance of my s a d a u .

94.

I panidpate in planning the instructional
program.

95.

Too many coojtrtims/eoctrois are placed on
my time by adm bisnton b this schooL

k

it u Bodentood that newly nurchased
equipment is to be equally used/shared by all
teacbcrs.

97.

Admbistntorfs) ‘favorite* teachen ta this
school receive the most positive evaluations.

91

I must have someone "check ofT or ‘okay*
my requests for use of the copy machine.

99.

All teachen must follow uniform (T iding
procedures.

100. '

The assignment of gudents to classes is totally
under the control of administrators b this
school

101.

I participate b decisions concerning the
adoption of new school policies.

101

Teachen n r seldom kept informed about new
or dunging government/federal regulations.

103.

b my classes. I sm allowed to use the
teachbg methods that work best far me.

104.

I parddpaie b decisions concerning the hiring
of new su&

105.

in my dassfcs) I hive the freedom to use my
own judgment b establishing the pattern cf
daily activities.

.106.

W hit 1 teach is largely determined by school/
district curriculum guides.

107.

A dm bisnton sod teachen seldom discuss
ways to aceonpiish school goals.

101

There is as understandable sequence of steps
that can be followed b carrying out my work.
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Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE)
Miskel, Feverly & Stewart (197 )
PART C:

i

go

Every educator produces something during work. It may be a "product" or k "service".
Hie following list of products and services are just afew of the things that result from
schools:

Lesson Plans
Student Learning
Community Projects Teacher-Parent Meetings

Athletic Achievements
Art and Music Programs

New Curricula
Instruction

Please indicate your responses by checking the appropriate line for each item.
a.

Of the various things produced by the people you know in your school, how much are they producing?
0)
(2)
0)
(4)
(5)

k

How good b th» ooiHr* of Cm products or services produced by tho people you know in your school?

•
e.

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(3)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(S)

Not Efficiently
Nos Very Efficiently
Fairly Efficiently
Voy Efficiently
Extremely Efficiently

How good a job is done by die people in your school in entirinuine problems end preventing them from occurring
or mmimiring ther effeca7
0)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

e.

Poor Quality
Low Quality
Fair Quality
CoodQusliiy
Excellent Quality

Do the people in your school got maximum output from tho available resources (money, people, equipment, etc.)?
Thai is. how efficiently do they do their work?

_ _

d.

Low Pnodaetian
Fairly Low
Moderate
High
Vary High Production

A Poor lob
An Adequate lob
A ftir lob
A Very Good Job
An Exoslion lob

How informed ere the people in your school about innovations that could affect the way they do their work?
0 ) Uninformed
_ _ _ (2) Somewhat Informed'
_ _ _ (3) Moderately Informed
(4) Informed
(3) Vary Informed

L

Wben changes we made in the methods, routines, or equipment, bow onicklv do the people in your school accept and
adjust to dM changes?
0)
(2)
(3)
_ _ _ _ (4)
(S)
_ _

g.

How mtnv of the people in your school readily accept and adjust 10 the changes?
0)
(2)
0)
(4)
(S)

h.

Vwy Slowly
Rather Slowly
Fairly Rmidly
RqrkDy
Immediately

Few. If Any
Lass Than Half
About Half
Many More‘Than Half
Almost Everyone

How good a job do the people in year school do in cooinr with emergencies end disupdons?
(I)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(3)

A h e r lob
An Adequate Job
A Fair Job
A Good lob
An ExoeUcnl Job
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Item Location Index for Reverse Scored Items on the Original Version of the
OCSI-T (Logan and EUett, 1989)

Items:

3, 9, 10, 14, 15, 22, 28, 33, 34, 38, 41, 43,
46, 47, 50, 57, 61, 63, 67, 68, 70, 71, 73, 74,
75, 80, 86, 87, 91, 92, 93, 94, 101, 102, 103,
104, 105, 107
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APPENDIX

B

Final Revised Version of the OCSI-T
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Items Comprising Each Factor of the Five-Factor Solution of the OCSI-T (n=1854) in Order of
Thdr Factor Loading
Factor 1 [Goal Consensus/Vision] 26*

Factor leaning

12

The professional staff works toward a common set of
school goals.

.70

52

Teachers, administrators and students share a
common "vision" about what this school can become/
accomplish.

.69

64

Teachers frequently discuss with one another ways to
accomplish school goals.

.66

27

Staff in this school agree with a common set of
educational goals.

.66

59

A common set of school goals is communicated to
all who work here.

.65

42

AdministratOR and teachen in this school frequently
get together to discuss instructional matters.

.63

43

Teachen and die administraton in this school
actively seek sources of new ideas and support from
outside the school

.62

65

All teachen work toward the achievement, of die
instructional goals that have been established for this
schooL

.62

51

Regularly scheduled meetings between school
administraton and teachen are held to discuss
progress toward common school goals.

.62

81

School goals are regularly communicated to students.

.62

60

Teachen are willing to make sacrifices to accomplish
die vision of what this school ought to be.

.61

11

In this school teachen hold high expectations for
student performance.

.60

17 '

I clearly understand the overall goals of this schooL

.60.

86

Teachen are committed to establishing good
relationships between our school and the community.

.59

31

Teachen and students frequently discuss ways to
accomplish school goals.

.58
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Factor 1 [Goal Consensus/Vision] (continued)
Factor Loading
13

The primaty focus of school activities is die quality
of instruction delivered to

.38

37

Staff in this school place a great deal of value on
"professionalism".

.37

38

This school exerts a great deal of effort to maintain
good school-community relationships.

-.56

41

Administrators in this school encourage teachers to
participate in developing school policies.

.56

5

Administrators in this school clearly communicate a
"vision" of what this school ought to be.

•55

2

Teachers routinely discuss progress toward school
goals on an informal basis.

.49

38

Teachers are encouraged to regularly evaluate their
own performances.

.48

25

Teachers frequently communicate with one another
concerning instructional matters.

.47

S3

In this school, parents re not utilized as an outside
resource.

-.47

46

A "vision of what this school can accomplish" is
seldom discussed between teachers and students.

-.49

107

Administrators and teachers seldom discuss ways to
accomplish school goals.

-.60

Factor 2 [Work Scrutiny] (12)
74

Teachers are not evaluated frequently enough.

.67

91

Teachen are not evaluated thoroughly enough.

.67

61

Teachen seldom have their work supervised by
others (e.g., principal, assistant principal, other
teachen, etc.).

.57

9

The performance of most teachen is not evaluated'
closely enough.

.57

28

Teacher evaluation procedures used in this school are
rather "loose" and informal.

.53

80

For die most part, the teacher evaluation program is
a "joke".

.44
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Factor 2 [Work Scrutiny] (continued)
Factor I-narftng

73

There are no formal procedures that all teachen must
follow to obtain suppliesfequipment needed far
classroom instruction.

35

48

Procedures used to evaluate teaching make teachen
"say on their toes".

-.42

72

Evaluation procedures are appropriately used to
identify the ’weak" teachers.

-.51

23

The performance of "weak" teachen is closely
monitored and evaluated.

-.53

83

Administraton in this school evaluate my teaching
by regular visits to my classroom.

-.63

69

Administraton in this school spend enough time in
my classroom to adequately evaluate my teaching
performance.

-.66

tactor 3 [Manipulative Control] (11)
49

Any available "free time" teachen have is closely
monitored by administraton in this schooL

.57

89

Administraton in this school use feedback to teachen
about their teaching performance as a means of
controlling teachers.

.55

62

Administraton in this school tightly control decisions
about teachen* opportunities for professional
development (e.g., deciding who can attend
professional conferences, in-service training, etc..

.54

97

Administrators) "favorite” teachen in this school
receive the most positive evaluations.

.53

54

Communication between teachen and administraton
is mostly formal (Le., written memos, committee
meetings, by appointment).

.48

84

Teachen who have die most positive evaluations are
given preferential treatment/assignments.

.48

39

The copy machine is closely controlled by
administraton in this schooL

.47

95

Too many constraints/controls are placed on my time
by administraton in this schooL

.47

29

Administraton in this school control the use of
newly purchased equipment

.45
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Factor 3 (Manipulative Control] (continued)
Factor LnaHtnj
18
45

Administrators in this school require me to account
for every minute of my time during the school day.
The criteria and/or procedures used to evaluate
teaching in this school make teachers anxious.

.44
.39

Factor 4 [Autonomy] (11)
57

As a teacher, I alone determine die pace of work in
my class(es).

.65

87

As a teacher, I can make my own decisions
concerning my class(es) without checking with
anybody else.

.64

93

I alone determine how to evaluate the performance of
my students.

.59

63

As a teacher, lean make my own rules concerning
my work.

.58

105

In my class(es) I have the freedom to use my own
judgment in establishing the pattern of daily
activities.

.58

34

I can decide how the work is done in my class(es).

.56

71

As a teacher, I am allowed to do almost as I please.

.53

103

In my classes, I am allowed to use the teaching
methods that work best for me.

.52

75

I am free to choose instructional materials that I
think are most appropriate for my class(es).

.49

22

I am allowed to make my own decisions about how
students are grouped for instruction.

.46

14

As a teacher. I alone decide which students are given
special attention.

33

Factor 5 [Centralization] (7)
47

I participate in decisions concerning promotions of
professional staff.

.60

104

I participate in decisions concerning die hiring of
new staff.

.58

92

The school board encourages teachers at this school
to make suggestions about policies and procedures.

.42
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Factor 5 [Centralization] (commuted)
Factor Loading
3

I participate in decisions concerning dismissal of
professional staff.

.39

101

While teachers* opinions regarding school
policies/procedures are recognized, die principal
makes die final decisions.

.38

26

What I teach is largely determined by school/district
curriculum guides.

>.36

106

I participate in decisions concerning the adoption of
new school policies.

-.38

Number of items per subscale.
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Table C-l
Summary of die Factor Pattern Coefficients for Items Comprising die Original Goal

Consensus/Vision Subscale for a Two-Factor Solution (n=1843)
Original GCV Subscale Item #

2-Factor Solution

I
42

.71

41

.69

43

.67

51

.67

52

.63

81

.63

31

.62

64

.59

n

5
58

.51

2

.49

46

.56

107

.62

12

.72

11

.72

13

.68

37

.68

27
38

.631
.62

86

.61

65

.57

60

.55
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Table C-l (Continued)

Original GCV Subscale Item #

2-Factor Solution
I
n

17
59
25
53

.46
6.12

Variance Explained
Total Variance

5.75

11.87
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Table C-2
Items Comprising Each Factor of the Two-Factor Solution of die Goal Consensus/Vision
Subscale of the OCSI-T in Order of their Factor Loadings (n=1854)

Factor 1 [Goal/Values Communicadon)12a

Factor Loading

42

Administrators and teachers in this school frequently
get together to discuss instructional matters.

.71

41

Administrators in this school encourage teachers to
participate in developing school policies.

.69

43

Teachers and die administrators in this school actively
seek sources of new ideas and support horn outside
the schooL

.67

51

Regularly scheduled meetings between school
administrators and teachers are held to discuss progress
toward common school goals.

.67

52

Teachers, administrators and students share a common
"vision" about what this school can become/accomplish.

.63

81

School goals are regularly communicated to students.

.63

31

Teachers and students frequently discuss ways to
accomplish school goals.

.62

64

Teachers frequently discuss with one another ways to
accomplish school goals.

.59

58

Teachers are encouraged to regularly evaluate their
own performances.

.51

2

Teachers routinely discuss progress toward school
goals on an informal basis.

.49

46

A "vision of what this school can accomplish" is
seldom discussed between teachers and students.

-.56

107

Administrators and teachers seldom discuss ways to
accomplish school goals.

-.62
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Table C-2 (continued)
Factor 2 [Goal/Values Commonality)^
Factor Loading
12

The professional staff works toward a common
set of school goals.

.72

11

In this school, teachers hold high expectations
for student performance.

.72

13

The primary focus of school activities is the quality
of instruction delivered to students.

.68

37

Staff in this school place a great deal of value on
"professionalism".

.68

27

Staff in this school agree with a common set of
educational goals.

.63

38

This school exerts a great deal of effort to
maintain good school-community relationships.

.62

86

Teachers are committed to establishing good
relationships between our school and die community.

.61

65

All teachers work toward the achievement of the
instructional goals that have been established for
this schooL

.57

60

Teachers are willing to make sacrifices to accomplish
the vision of what this school ought to be.

.55

53

In this schooL parents are not utilized as an outside
resource.

-.46

dumber of items per scale.
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Table C-3
Summary of Intercorrelations Among OCSI-T Subscales and Factor One and Factor Two
of the Goal Consensus/Vision Subscale (n*73)

Subscales
Goal Consensus/
Vision Factor 1

Work
Scrutiny

Manipula
Central
tive
Control Autonomy ization

.70*

.53*

-JO*

.09

-Jl*

1.00

.55*

-.15

.11

-29

GC/V
Factor 1

GC/V
Factor 2

1.00

Goal Consensus/
Vision Factor 2

GC/V * Goal Consensus/Vision
* p < .01
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Table C-4
Summary of Intercorrelations Among Scores on Achievement, ADA and the IPOE and Factor
One and Factor Two of die Goal Consensus/Vision Subscale (n=73)

Factor

Achievement

ADA

IPOE

Goal Consensus/ .
Vision Factor 1 ^ )

.38*

.45*

.79*

Goal Consensus/
Vision Factor 2 ^

.27*

.34*

.71*

aNumber of items per subscale.
* p < .01
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Table C-5
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item of the OCSI-T (n=1843)
Item

M

S.D.

1

3.01

.90

2*

179

.70

3*

3.66

.64

5*

3.04

.79

6

162

.83

7

190

.71

9*

195

.79

10

111

.67

11*

3.15

.69

12*

3.11

.65

13*

3.10

.66

14*

188

.67

15

1.79

.66

16

146

.65

17*

3.19

.62

18*

142

.79

20

142

.73

21

135

.76

22*

146

.82

23*

163

.77

24

150

.65

25*

3.09

.64

26*

3.23

.64

27*

3.02

.62
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Table C-5 continued)
Item

M

S.D.

28*

3.10

.73

29*

135

.72

30

115

.89

31*

2.63

.70

32

111

.71

33

1.78

.70

34*

1.89

.58

35

184

.71

36

2.85

.81

37*

3.06

.68

38*

1.73

.63

39*

2.47

.91

40

2.84

.69

41*

177

.71

42*

177

.70

43*

124

.68

45*

169

.76

46*

163

.73

47*

3.45

.68

48*

2.66

.71

49*

111

.69

50 •

119

.79

51*

185

.70

52*

168

.71

53*

101

.77
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Table C-5 (continued)
Item

M

S.D.

54*

2.55

.71

55

2.84

.66

56

2.46

.69

57*

158

.73

58*

170

.69

59*

3.01

.62

60*

187

.66

61*

188

.66

62*

2.28

.77

63*

160

.67

64*

2.77

.62

65*

191

.61

67

112

.69

68

148

.68

69*

185

.74

70

187

.68

71*

191

.68

72*

2.70

.65

73*

193

.65

74*

3.15

.66

75*

115

.64

78

109

.61

80*

190

.78

81*

171

.69

83*

187

.67
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Table C* 5 (continued)
Item

M

S.D.

84*

2.06

.67

85

2.06

.75

86*

1.95

.61

87*

169

.66

88

137

.75

89*

118

.65

90

190

.63

91*

3.09

.67

92*

183

.74

93*

164

.65

94

161

.64

95*

2.32

.68

96

3.01

.55

97*

1.99

.69

98

1.76

.78

99

182

.70

100

168

.79

101*

2.37

.71

102

110

.65

103*

1.80

.56

104*

3.45

.65

105*

102

.63

106*

3.27

.59

107*

194

.66

* Items loading on a five-factor solution (n=67).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

187
Table C- 6
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Subscale of the Five-Factor Solution of the OCSI-T
(n=1843)
Max. Possible
M

S.D.

Score

Goal Consensus/Vision* (26)

73.85

8.80

104

71

Work Scrutiny (12)

27.70

138

48

58

Manipulative Control (11)

25.50

4.28

44

58

Autonomy (11)

28.33

4.12

44

64

Centralization (7)

13.10

1.89

28

47

Subscale

M % Max*

* Number items on subscale
* M% Max = Subscale M score/Max possible score
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Table C-7
Sumniaiy of Descriptive Statistics for Each Subscale of die Five-Factor Solution of the OCSI-T by
School Level
Max. Poss.
Subscale

M
El

S.D.
Sec

El

Sec

Score

M % Max. Poss*
El

Sec

Goal Consensus/Vision* (26)

74.80 72.03

8.77

8.59

104

72

69

Work Scrutiny (12)

27.65 27.82

140

2.35

48

58

58

Manipulative Control (11)

25.28 25.91

4.33

4.15

44

57

59

Autonomy (11)

27.63 29.65

3.99

4.07

44

63

67

Centralization (7)

13.18 12.95

1.89

1.89

47

46

28

' Number items on subscale
* M % Max. Poss. = Subscale M score/Max. Poss. Score
n = 1207 El
n = 636 Sec
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Table C~8
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of die IPOE (n=1843)
Item

X

S.D.

1

3.81

.79

2

4.08

.67

3

3.70

.78

4

3.62

.93

5

3.53

.96

6

3.30

.86

7

3.89

.92

8

4.05

.88

29.97

5.09

TOTAL
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Table C- 9
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the IPOE By School
Level
Item

X

S.D.

El

Sec

El

Sec

1

3.82

3.79

.78

.79

2

4.11

4.02

.65

.72

3

3.73

3.64

.78

.77

4

3.66

3.55

.90

.97

5

3.59

3.42

.97

.95

6

3.33

3.24

.86

.87

7

3.97

3.74

.92

.90

8

4.10

3.94

.87

.88

30.30

29.33

5.02

5.16

TOTAL

n s 1207 El
n = 636 Sec
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Table C -10
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Subtest of the UBS for Elementary Schools (n=55)
Subtest

M

S.D.

Reading

53.72

8.66

Language

58.51

7.84

Math

57.51

8.77

Composite

56.45

9.28
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Table C - 11

Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Subtest of the TAP for Secondary Schools (n*15).
Subtest

M

S.D.

Reading

53.64

7.09

Math

5197

7.89

Work Skills

57.53

6.56

Composite

56.25

7.50
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